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PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION 


Since 1961, when this analysis of the rise of Israel was first pub¬ 
lished, a fascinated world has witnessed swift, drastic, and altogether 
dramatic changes in the fortunes of the Jewish state. In making the 
study once more available to readers, a revision was obviously required 
in order to take account of recent events. Also, a number of significant 
works which appeared too late to be used in the first edition may now 
be utilized. 

New information derived either from events or from research, and 
bearing on the central themes of this book, has not, however, necessi¬ 
tated any substantive alteration of its conclusions. The “idea of the 
Jewish state” expressed itself under new conditions in essentially the 
same ways as were apparent before such recent upheavals as the 1967 
Six Day War. As for the important historical studies that became avail¬ 
able after the first edition was completed, they have made it possible 
to state with certainty some conclusions which were then advanced as 
more or less conjectural. 

This new edition has also profited from critical comment on the 
original publication. An effort has been made to eliminate ambiguities 
made apparent by critics’ remarks; this guidance is gratefully acknowl¬ 
edged. Some critics pointed out that the study was almost, but not 
quite, one of several things which they might, respectively, have pre¬ 
ferred it to be: a general history of Zionism, or of Israel, or a general 
diplomatic history of the Palestine problem, covering the developing 
viewpoints of all parties concerned. The study is not intended as any 
of the above. 

Although it deals with parts of all these topics, this book does so in 
order to illuminate its own special problem: the development of the 
modern notion of Jewish sovereignty from the stage of a myth, with 
no more than emotional definition, to a rationally elaborated ideology, 
and from that stage to an institutional reality. Because of this focus, 
other questions touched on cannot always receive full, well-rounded 
treatment. They concern us primarily as they bear on changing atti- 
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tudes and opinions within that movement which successfully embodied 
the idea of Jewish sovereignty in the state of Israel. 

Apart from supplementary material, this revision includes one 
major deletion. The “Appendix on Methods, Assumptions, and Terms” 
that appeared in the first edition has been omitted. This methodological 
appendix was so briefly presented that its usefulness was doubtful. 
The terms in question are in any case sufficiently intelligible in their 
common usage as to be understood in the context of this study without 
specific explanation of the technical signification intended. 

In the perspective of the last few eventful years, the special subject 
of this study seems to have become critically important, and not merely 
intrinsically interesting. Nothing in current Middle Eastern politics has 
been so blatantly disregarded by outside area specialists and policy 
planners as the elementary precaution of studying seriously Israel’s 
“self-image,” the springs of its “political culture,” its public opinion, and 
decision-making. Men who constantly preached sensitivity to the special 
values of the Arab East and consideration for the inherent restrictions 
imposed by tradition and public pressure on Arab leadership tried to 
manage the Israelis without troubling to understand them. The costs to 
everyone directly and indirectly involved are all too clear. 

In presenting this new edition, the author hopes that his study of 
the idea of the Jewish state may contribute to a better understanding 
of the reality. 

Ben Hcilpern 

Brandeis University , February 1969 



PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION 


This book is the first half of a projected two-part study of Israel. It 
attempts a systematic explanation of a central theme in the history of 
the young nation: the development of the idea of the Jewish state from 
a vaguely defined aspiration towards national sovereignty, pursued by 
an ideological movement, to the achievement of statehood and the exer¬ 
cise of sovereignty by representative national institutions. It deals, in 
large measure, with what might be called the external relations, first 
of the Zionist movement and then of the Jewish state. The study is to 
be completed by a comprehensive analysis of the developing social 
structure and domestic problems of Israel, which will be treated in a 
second volume. 

Any study of Israel and its problems and prospects is of high and 
general interest, small as the nation is. There is hardly another land or 
people to which so much of the world is bound with sentimental bonds 
so diverse and often so conflicting. The Christian nations of Europe 
and the Americas and large Moslem communities in Asia and Africa 
regard Palestine as a Holy Land. The Jews scattered throughout the 
globe not only revere Zion as the center of their religious tradition and 
as their ancient patrimony; they are also deeply concerned with the 
historic purpose to which Israel is dedicated — the attempt to solve 
the worldwide Jewish problem. For Christians everywhere, too, that 
attempt raises questions of conscience that became acute and irre¬ 
pressible through the genocidal slaughter of six million Jews in Europe. 

Besides this, the territory over which the state of Israel maintains 
its sovereignty is a crossroads of international interests and imperial 
strategies, and, at the same time, a crux of pan-Arab ambitions. Con¬ 
sequently, the severe disputes that pit world powers against one an¬ 
other in the Eastern Mediterranean today are inextricably involved 
with the bitter local quarrel of Israel and the Arab states. Whoever is 
directly concerned with Middle Eastern oil or with Suez — and this 
includes the whole European and North Atlantic world as well as 
Eastern Asia and Australasia — is necessarily concerned also with this 
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intractable complication. No otherwise rational or practicable solution 
for any problem in this critical area can be successfully attempted 
without considering how hatred for Israel may distort the probable 
Arab reactions. Nor can any such proposals be made, taking the “prob¬ 
lem” of Israel into account, without understanding what may be Israel's 
probable reaction to an anticipated new situation. 

It must be added that Israel, as a Jewish state, is a source of the 
same kind of moral and intellectual perplexity that the extraordinary 
history of the Jews has always aroused. The successful establishment 
of the Jewish state in a country where only recently Jews lived in very 
small number seems as puzzling to historical understanding as the 
millennial survival of the Jewish Diaspora. The restoration of Jewish 
sovereignty seems to challenge moral understanding no less severely 
than the Jewish Exile. 

It is not surprising, therefore, that Israel, its background, and its 
contemporary problems have been treated in a voluminous literature. 
The books and pamphlets on this subject are divided into two types. 
There have been a large number of polemical volumes which have 
sought to justify or condemn the very existence of Israel or to impugn 
or exalt the character of its institutions and policies. In fact, so com¬ 
mon is this approach to the subject that any new book is expected to 
take the same form and answer the same questions. A second type of 
literature exempts itself from such far-reaching demands by confining 
itself to narrowly defined special problems of economics, social psy¬ 
chology, or political science. 

This book (as well as its projected sequel) attempts not the analy¬ 
sis of special, technical problems but a general explanation of Israel as 
a whole. The study is inevitably concerned, accordingly, with ques¬ 
tions regarding the character of Israel, the aims it sets itself, and the 
probable effect of objective circumstances upon its future develop¬ 
ment and attitudes. It also must consider historically and analytically 
the very issues which are debated by the advocates and opponents of 
Israel's existence or policies — nor does the author claim to be neutral 
on these questions. 

But it is not within the scope or intention of this book to answer 
or to examine directly any questions concerning the justification of 
Israel's existence, character, institutions, or policies. This study attempts 
no legal or ethical analysis of the issues involved in the rise of the 
Jewish state; nor, in its discussion of political and diplomatic develop¬ 
ments, does it aim at a comprehensive account of these events, or, 
assuming the role of the tribunal of history, undertake to show what 
errors were made, or what other policies on one side or another would 
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better have served justice or the interests of world order or the strate¬ 
gies of the major powers. 

The aim of this book is not judgment but explanation; and while 
its method (the method of systematic historical explanation) is com¬ 
prehensive, its subject (the development of the idea of the Jewish 
state from an ideological conception to a political institution) is cir¬ 
cumscribed. We are concerned not with how the problems that arose 
during Israel’s establishment and early history might best have been 
solved, but with how the solutions that were adopted came to be what 
they were. It is, perhaps, necessary to make this clear at the outset, 
for much of the material presented for the purpose of explanation 
may be pertinent to the questions that are foremost in the minds of 
readers interested in judgment. Any answer to such questions that a 
reader may derive from the discussion that follows will be supplied 
by himself out of elucidations that have a somewhat different and 
more restricted aim. 

While this study attempts a systematic explanation, instead of a 
graphic survey of its subject, it is, at least in intent, written for the 
general reader with no more than the intelligent laymans acquaint¬ 
ance with the material treated and the methods employed. Certain 
usages, as well as the organization of the book, have thus had to be 
adapted for a dual role: to achieve a certain degree of rigor in argu¬ 
ment together with a certain degree of ease in presentation. 

An effort has been made to use terms in a way that will be intelli¬ 
gible without specific definition, even in those instances where techni¬ 
cal definitions are respected. Those terms which, for one or another 
reason, are technically defined by the author in a way not familiar to 
most social scientists, or whose usage here does not respect their com¬ 
mon technical definition, are indicated (for the benefit of scholars and 
out of consideration for the general reader) in an appendix on methods, 
assumptions, and terms. All citations, and only citations, are given 
in the end notes; while everything intended as an aid for the general 
reader is on the page before him. Foreign terms and special concepts 
that are familiar to readers of modern Jewish history, but not neces¬ 
sarily so to others, are explained in the text or in footnotes at their 
first appearance; and the Hebrew transliterations correspond to those 
far from rigorous usages which the reader is most likely to encounter 
if he pursues this subject further in contemporary periodicals. A large 
part of this book is devoted to the analysis of documents in their his¬ 
torical setting; the pertinent documents or excerpts are reprinted in 
the text. 
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The book is organized chiefly as a series of discussions of historical 
problems. This involves a certain unavoidable amount of repetition, 
or of deviation from chronological sequence. An attempt is made to 
keep both to a minimum by arranging the formal discussion of each 
problem, as far as possible, in the order of its historical emergence as 
a topic of major significance. 

The first two chapters constitute a kind of overture to the whole, 
in which the setting of the problem is outlined and the development 
of the main theme is recapitulated in a consecutive narrative exposi¬ 
tion. Chapter I outlines the rise of the modem Jewish problem, which 
was so signal a feature of general Occidental history in the nineteenth 
and twentieth centuries, and describes the divergent ideologies and 
groupings within the Jewish community. Having thus sketched the 
general and the Jewish environments in which Zionism developed and 
in which it advocated its idea of Jewish sovereignty as the solution 
for the Jewish problem, the exposition, in Chapter II, analyzes the 
successive formulations of this idea, in response to historical contin¬ 
gencies, which were selected from among logically possible alterna¬ 
tives by various Zionist factions and by the Zionist consensus. 

Following these introductory chapters, the historical analysis of 
the idea of the Jewish state is presented in two major divisions. In 
adjusting their ideas to external pressures, the Zionists faced essen¬ 
tially different situations within the Jewish community and beyond it. 
Accordingly, one part of the analysis (Chapters III-VII) traces the 
successive reformulations of the idea of Jewish sovereignty undertaken 
by Zionists in the endeavor to obtain the approval and support of the 
Jewish community. The other part (Chapters VIII-XII) traces the 
successive reformulations of the idea in the debates and negotiations 
of the Zionists with the powers, political interests, and international 
bodies that concerned themselves with the questions of Palestine and 
Zionism. 

A natural climax, but not the conclusion of the analysis here under¬ 
taken, is Israel’s declaration of independence on May 14, 1948. The 
nature of Israel’s sovereignty, and particularly its relation to the pur¬ 
pose of solving the Jewish problem, did not cease to be problematic 
at that point; they still remain to a significant degree open questions 
today. The recent developments in the definition of Israel’s relations, 
as a sovereign state, to Jews abroad and to foreign nations are traced 
in this volume through the Sinai campaign of 1956 and the international 
developments directly connected with it in the following year; only 
in a few details does the study, for the sake of rounding out a con¬ 
clusion, refer to anything that happened after 1957. 
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This book, as a whole, constitutes an introduction to the second 
part that is to follow. What we have described as the historic purpose 
of Zionism and of Israel —to solve the Jewish problem by means of 
the restoration of Jewish sovereignty in Palestine — was pursued di¬ 
rectly through the efforts, analyzed in this book, to create and maintain 
Jewish sovereignty as such. The same purpose may be traced in its 
indirect expressions and effects as the Jewish state encounters the prob¬ 
lems of education, religion, culture, and communal relations and seeks 
political and economic equilibrium under the testing conditions of 
its local environment and the specific impact of mass immigration; 
and these topics will be treated in a second volume. 

In any book which draws so largely upon the researches of other 
scholars, full acknowledgment of intellectual debts is impossible. The 
citations give only inadequate recognition to those whose results are 
most directly relied on to support the author s conclusions. 

More personal debts require more specific acknowledgment. The 
author is under deep obligation to the Center for Middle Eastern Stud¬ 
ies at Harvard, its Director, Sir Hamilton A. R. Gibb, and its staff and 
fellows for an environment in which both stimulation and leisure were 
amply provided for this work. He is particularly grateful to the Asso¬ 
ciate Director, Derwood W. Lockard, for taking upon himself not 
only large responsibilities but many petty labors essential for the pub¬ 
lication of the volume. A special debt, too, must be acknowledged to 
Mrs. Kay Pease, and to Miss Carolyn Cross and Mrs. Martha Smith 
for their unfailing helpfulness in the preparation of the manuscript. 
The book has benefited immeasurably from the patient editorial care 
of Miss Ann Orlov of the staff of the Harvard University Press. 

The author is indebted to the librarians of many institutions, nota¬ 
bly to the Widener Library at Harvard; but special acknowledgments 
are owed to the Zionist Central Archives and Library in Jerusalem for 
the use of archival materials and to the Zionist Archives and Library 
in New York for the use lavishly made of their excellent special col¬ 
lection. 

The courtesy of publishers who have kindly given permission for 
substantial quotation from material copyrighted by them is acknowl¬ 
edged for excerpts from the following sources: The American Jewish 
Committee and the Jewish Publication Society, quotations from Louis 
Marshall: Champion of Liberty, edited by Charles Reznikoff; Miss 
Hannah Bodenheimer, quotations from her book Toldot Tokhnit Bazel ; 
Mr. Hayim Hazaz and Partisan Review , quotations from his story 
“The Sermon”; the Jewish Publication Society, quotations from Selected 
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Essays by Ahad Ha’am, and from Theodore Herzl by Alex Bein; Rout- 
ledge and Kegan Paul, Ltd., quotations from Ten Essays on Zionism 
and Judaism by Ahad Ha’am; World Publishing Company, quotations 
from Theodor Herzl, a Portrait for this Age, edited by the late Lud¬ 
wig Lewisohn. 

I cannot conclude without expressing my deep personal indebted¬ 
ness to two eminent scholars who have shown me great kindness for 
many years and especially during the preparation of this book. The 
project itself was initially undertaken at the suggestion of Professor 
Harry A. Wolf son, and he was good enough to give it his customarily 
perceptive reading. Dr. Jacob Robinson, whose published and un¬ 
published work on the subject considered in this volume have been a 
constant reliance, generously gave the manuscript the meticulous 
reading which has been so valuable to many of his friends and col¬ 
leagues. For these and for untold other favors, I thank them both. 

Cambridge, May, 1960 Ben Halpern 
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Part One 


ZIONISM: BACKGROUND 
AND DESCRIPTION 




1 THE SETTING OF 

MODERN JEWISH HISTORY 


It is often said that “modem Jewish history” begins with the emer¬ 
gence of the Jewish Problem. The Enlightenment in eighteenth-century 
France and Germany raised this problem among intellectuals by its 
critical examination of the traditional status of the Jews. The French 
Revolution, through the Emancipation of the Jews, created a new in¬ 
stitutional status that was intended to solve the problem but, in fact, 
converted it from an intellectual issue into a dominant political and 
social reality in modern Jewish history. 

Before the Emancipation, the position of the Jews was undoubtedly 
beset with problems, both for Jews and Christians, but on each side 
there was nevertheless a consistent idea, expressed in appropriate in¬ 
stitutions, which constituted an agreed interpretation of the Jewish 
position: the Jews thought of themselves as suffering Exile until God 
pleased to grant them Redemption and restore them to Zion; the Gen¬ 
tiles interpreted the Jewish fate in terms of the myth of the Wander¬ 
ing Jew, doomed to persist until the Second Advent in Exile and sub¬ 
jection. Either of these diametrically opposed versions of the same 
belief could satisfactorily rationalize not only the Jewish fate in general 
but the specific institutional patterns that grew up in those European 
countries where significant Jewish communities continued to exist after 
the fifteenth century. Expelled from countries where an effective cen¬ 
tral rule was established — from England at the close of the thirteenth, 
France at the close of the fourteenth, and Spain at the close of the 
fifteenth century — Jewish communities remained chiefly in Italy, Ger¬ 
many, and Poland, areas of decentralized authority during the six¬ 
teenth and seventeenth centuries. Their residential rights were usually 
conditional, contractually defined, and limited to specified zones of 
settlement. They lived as a tight, secluded community with only mar¬ 
ginal contacts with their Gentile milieu. They fostered an independent 
traditional culture. Their economic activities were restricted by special 
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laws and by the jealously guarded privileges of Christian guilds and 
merchants. Such special treatment was in harmony with the view ac¬ 
cepted by both Jews and Christians that the position to be accorded to 
the Jew should be defined on the basis of his religious difference. 

In European society generally the growth of secular principles 
underlying social and political status was well advanced in the late 
eighteenth century. The special laws applying to the Jews because of 
their religious difference appeared anomalous to many intellectuals in 
that era of Enlightenment. The discussion of this question among in¬ 
tellectuals was followed by the recognition of the Jews as citizens and 
the removal of existing legal restrictions enacted by the French Na¬ 
tional Assembly on September 28, 1791. Emancipation was not fated 
to be completed in one spontaneous act of grace, but it became a cause 
for which the Jews themselves had to conduct a stubborn, protracted 
battle. By 1860, nevertheless, the equality of the Jews was generally 
effective in Europe as far east as the Russian Empire and as far south 
as Rumania; but there the old pattern of special restrictions still 
prevailed. 

In those countries where the Jews were emancipated during the 
nineteenth century, emancipation removed disabilities and amelio¬ 
rated many hardships. But it also ended the consensus that had existed 
among the Jews and the Christians, each according to their own in¬ 
terpretation, as to the nature of the Jewish position in the world. The 
Christian proponents of emancipation rejected the old institutional 
status of the Jews and proposed a new one based on the recognition 
of the Jews as citizens; but in later years this status and the principles 
upon which it rested were in turn questioned by Gentile opponents. 
In the Jewish community, too, the Emancipation led to ideological 
differences about the proper principles and institutions of the Jewish 
status. 

Among the ideologies that grew up, Zionism was one of the rela¬ 
tively late developments. It appeared as a criticism of the solution of 
the Jewish problem based on civic emancipation alone; and it was 
an effort to reestablish continuity with those traditional conceptions 
of the nature and goal of Jewish history that had been discarded by 
Jewish disciples of the Enlightenment. 

i 

Pre-Emancipation Jewry displayed a remarkable unity, continuing 
over vast stretches of time and space. Their solidarity rested upon an 
effective consensus that united them among themselves and set them 
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apart from the environment in regard to both religious culture and 
communal organization. The effectiveness of their consensus depended 
not only on the intensity of their attachment to common values and 
sentiments, but also on the great scope for freedom in the intellectual 
definition of their beliefs and the great elasticity in the structure of 
their communal organization. Without an elaborate body of dogma or 
a powerfully organized center and hierarchy of religious authority, the 
Jews throughout a long history and a global dispersion maintained a 
consistent uniformity of religious practice and persisted as a sharply 
distinct religious entity. Without secular power, or their own land, or 
even a strongly organized machinery of self-government that continu¬ 
ously comprehended all or any appreciable part of the Jewish people, 
they carried on an orderly communal life on a worldwide scale under 
the most extreme and varied conditions. They persisted through cen¬ 
turies as a distinct ethnic entity everywhere subject to a majority that 
at best tolerated but never really understood their existence. 

The lack of much of the formal paraphernalia of solidarity com¬ 
monly found in strongly organized bodies enabled the Jews, perhaps, 
to bend with the winds that blasted their course through history; but 
what enabled them to stand was a complex of values to which the 
Jews showed an unexampled attachment. The uniformity of religious 
behavior and flexible order of communal organization, the pillars upon 
which Jewish unity stood, depended upon a voluntary, not a compul¬ 
sory discipline. The ground upon which the whole structure rested 
was an extraordinary organization for the preservation, cultivation, 
and transmission of a religious culture. The Hebrew language, main¬ 
tained as a language not only of ritual and prayer, but also of all 
branches of scholarship, of communal law, of correspondence between 
Jews in all corners of the world, and of personal and communal rec¬ 
ords, was part of this groundwork. The system of universal education 
in the national language and tradition, which produced a universal 
ability to understand the essentials and a universal willingness to re¬ 
spect the instructions of Jewish learning and to base communal rela¬ 
tions and individual behavior upon it, was also part of this groundwork. 

A most significant part of the groundwork of Jewish unity, from 
our point of view, was that aspect of Jewish culture in which the 
Jews were most self-conscious, their conception of themselves and 
their place in God’s plan of history. The historic, eschatological myth 
of the Exile and Redemption of the Jews, cultivated by successive 
generations in every country to which Jews came in their wanderings, 
and binding them in a self-conscious union of fate and destiny, was 
a major theme in the culture and education of all Jews. Ritual, in- 
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struction, turns of speech, and elaborate recitals and philosophies col¬ 
laborated to impress it upon the minds and hearts of Jews. The Exile 
might be mild or harsh, and the relations with the Gentiles open or 
barred; in any case, Jews remained always conscious of an irreducible 
alienhood — their duty as well as their burden — in all lands but the 
ancestral home. However ancient and intimate their bonds with any 
other land, their destiny and true home, they knew, were elsewhere. 
So, too, the Return to Zion might seem remote or become immediate, 
be actively attempted or awaited in abnegation: the Land of Israel 
remained the ultimate as well as original homeland of the Jews. Its 
qualities and historical associations often had more meaning for Jews 
than the places in which they were bom. 

Such were the values and such the channels of transmission through 
which the unity of the Jews was maintained. In major sections of the 
Jewish people the structure and its supporting processes remained 
substantially intact to our own times. This was the case in the rela¬ 
tively stagnant Jewish communities of Western Asia and North Africa 
and to a great degree in the Jewish communities of Eastern Europe, 
in spite of the massive changes in circumstances experienced there. 

The Jews entered their “modem period” in the course of an im¬ 
mense increase and rapid redistribution of population. Hard condi¬ 
tions and harsh treatment, culminating in mass expulsions and forced 
conversions, had reduced the number of Jews to about 1,500,000 in 
the fifteenth century. In the eighteenth century the population began 
to rise from this low point, reaching about 2,500,000 in 1800; and, in 
an expansion of explosive proportions, it increased to over 10,000,000 
by 1900 and well over 16,000,000 at the outbreak of World War II. 1 

This unprecedented population growth, in itself a factor that funda¬ 
mentally changed the conditions of Jewish living, was not equally 
distributed among all the widely separated communities of the Jewish 
Diaspora. It was concentrated chiefly in the Jewish communities of 
Eastern Europe, the great reservoir of Jewish natural increase, and 
in the new Jewish communities of Western Europe and countries 
overseas which grew through the flow of migration from Eastern 
Europe. Of the 2,500,000 Jews in the world in 1800, about three-fifths 
resided in Europe and two-fifths in the Ottoman Empire and North 
Africa, reversing the ratios that had prevailed a century earlier. By 
1850, “the total number of Jews . . . amounted to 4,750,000, of whom 
72 per cent inhabited Eastern Europe and the Balkans, 14.5 per cent 
Central and Western Europe, and 1.5 per cent America, while only 
12 per cent inhabited the Near East and North Africa.” 2 Thereafter, 
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immigration to the Western Hemisphere, mainly from Eastern Europe, 
grew to massive proportions. By 1938, when there were believed to be 
almost 17,000,000 Jews in the world, almost 8,000,000 lived in Eastern 
Europe. In the Americas, there had grown up communities of well 
over 5,000,000 Jews, constituting over 30 per cent of the Jewish people. 
In the continents of Asia and Africa, the number of Jews had increased 
to 1,500,000 (though declining to a proportion of less than 9 per cent) 
largely through the immigration of European Jews to Palestine and 
the Union of South Africa. 3 Thus, the source of the extraordinary in¬ 
crease of Jewish population had been chiefly the natural increase of 
Eastern European Jewry; and its effect had been not only to make 
that Jewry by far the largest segment of world Jewry, but to supply 
the immigrants who constituted the next largest segment, the Jews of 
the United States and other Western Hemisphere countries. 

So large a relative increase in numbers must in itself have served 
to induce sharp changes in the life of European Jewry. Certainly, the 
movement of masses of immigrants to new countries and widely dif¬ 
ferent environments did so. But, another factor, the impact of critical 
changes in the political environment and cultural milieu, radically 
altering conditions of life in the countries where Jews had long re¬ 
sided and impelling them to move to new countries, not only induced 
changes in Jewish life; it forced the Jewish community consciously to 
face the need for change and to consider the problems of its historic 
destiny. Only in the Near Eastern and North African communities 
(and not in all of them) did changing political and cultural condi¬ 
tions fail to reach a critical intensity of impact. In Eastern and Western 
Europe and in the Americas, the Jewish communities were continu¬ 
ally confronted with the pressing need to consider how they might best 
adjust to irreversibly altering conditions. 

To be sure, political vicissitudes and changing social and cultural 
conditions were something of a constant factor in the historical experi¬ 
ence of the Jewish people. Hence, when the partition of Poland in the 
late eighteenth century brought new groups of Jews under Russian, 
Austrian, and Prussian rule, such a change of masters could in itself, 
no doubt, have been adjusted to by the Jewish community without any 
major impact on its institutions or values, as similar political changes 
had been in the past. So, too, when nineteenth-century political up¬ 
heavals in such places as Algeria or Rumania, at opposite ends of the 
Ottoman-North African complex of countries, caused Jewish refugees 
to emigrate, these, too, were emergencies, similar to others in the past, 
that the Jewish community was equipped to meet in terms of its tradi¬ 
tional values. 
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However, two new conditions now accompanied such events, par¬ 
ticularly in Europe — the Enlightenment and the Emancipation of the 
Jews. Under their influence, the instability of the environment pene¬ 
trated into the internal relationships of the Jewish community. The 
principles of emancipation and enlightenment were taken up by advo¬ 
cates within the Jewish community, and produced lines of division 
in European Jewry. Thus, the Jewish community in the West was set 
off from the Jewish community in the East, and new partisanships and 
fissions were created within the organized body of each Jewish com¬ 
munity that experienced the historic change. 

In Western and Central Europe and in the new overseas countries, 
a radically new condition in Jewish history developed. Adjusting to 
a new social and political situation and cultural climate, Jews dis¬ 
carded some of the values and practices that had always constituted 
the framework of Jewish unity and no longer preserved those sup¬ 
porting processes by which it was sustained. In spite of this, the 
Jewish consensus showed itself sufficiently strong and sufficiently flex¬ 
ible so that these aberrant tendencies were contained within the 
bounds of Jewish unity. Remaining within a single consensus, how¬ 
ever, the new variants of Jewish belief and organization produced 
divisions in the unified body. 

Differences and even total breaches in Jewish unity were far from 
unknown, of course, in past history. The Sephardic and Ashkenazic 
sections of traditional Jewry, for example, were different in many de¬ 
tails of ritual and in their internal social relationships, as well as in 
their degree of openness to the Gentile cultural milieu and of involve¬ 
ment in the Gentile political and social environment. The range of 
difference was wide enough to include Spanish Jews, brought up as 
Marrano Christians, who returned to Judaism, after their flight to 
Italy or Holland, filled with devotion but devoid of Jewish back¬ 
ground, and Polish Jews, immersed from childhood in an intensely 
Jewish environment and hardly aware of any world outside their own. 
An extensive uniformity of religious practice established, and an in¬ 
tensive communication of traditional Jewish culture maintained, unity 
throughout the range defined by such extremes. On the other hand, 
in the past when the basic uniformity of religious practice was broken, 
as in the anti-Talmudic Karaite movement, or when the traditional 
culture and the Hebrew tongue were neglected, as in some Hellenistic 
Jewish communities, the deviant groups left the Jewish fold abruptly 
or by gradual stages, and the remaining community continued to be 
united by the old bonds. Under the influence of the Enlightenment 



SETTING OF MODERN JEWISH HISTORY 9 

and Emancipation in Europe, the uniformity of religious practice 
among Jews was broken and the traditional culture through which 
they communicated was in some areas neglected; yet the deviants 
remained united — inside the Jewish fold — and introduced divisions 
within it. 

In the West, a religious reform spread from Germany in the mid¬ 
nineteenth century and introduced into Judaism a measure of denomi- 
nationalism similar to that of Christendom, breaking the traditional 
unity of religious practice. The new sectaries of Reform Judaism did 
not secede nor were they excluded by the Jewish consensus, as had 
happened in parallel cases earlier; and, as a result, the persisting unity 
of Judaism, no longer founded on the familiar, traditional uniformity 
of practice, became problematical at its foundations. The reaction of 
traditionalists in the West to this new challenge, while it did not lead 
to schism (which might have restricted the unity of the Jews to its 
old basis), led not only to intellectual but to organizational division 
within the Jewish community. For, following a Christian pattern 
themselves, the Western traditionalist Jews (beginning to be called 
Orthodox, a title not previously used among Jews) claimed from 
Gentile authorities the right to secede from Jewish community organ¬ 
izations dominated by religious innovators, and they set up parallel 
Jewish community organizations of their own. 

Not only was the uniformity of Jewish religious practice and 
the universality of Jewish communal organization now challenged, 
but the transmission of Jewish culture which supported the whole 
structure of traditional Jewish unity became increasingly ineffective. 
In the aftermath of Enlightenment and Emancipation, the Hebrew 
language and traditional Jewish education ceased to be the universal 
heritage of Jews in the West and no longer served as channels of 
communication accessible to all Jews. 

As for the historic eschatological myth of Exile and Return, this, 
too, suffered a dilution of meaning as significant in its effect as the 
decline of Hebrew and of traditional education. In the climate of 
liberalism that prevailed during the days of the French Revolution, 
Gentile opponents of Jewish emancipation could not directly defend 
the religious discrimination that existed under the ancien regime. 
Hence, they developed an argument against granting citizenship to 
the Jews that could be defended in terms of liberal principles, con¬ 
tending that the Jews constituted not just a different religion but a 
separate nation from the majority in the countries where they lived. 
In a defensive reaction stimulated by such polemical assertions, 
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Western Jews solemnly declared that the Jews were not a separate 
nation but a purely religious body; and accordingly they denied any 
intention or desire to return to Zion. 

Long before the Emancipation made the Jewish Problem acute, 
the Age of Enlightenment, as early as the seventeenth and into the 
eighteenth century, had begun to affect at least the mood in which 
absolute rulers defined their policies toward the Jews. On the one 
hand, a certain distaste developed for an institutional status which, 
like that of the tolerated Jew, rested upon a palpable myth; on the 
other hand, the uncertainty of the Jewish status made it possible 
to deal with the Jews in the manner most congenial to enlightened 
absolutism — as a problem to be solved rationally and practically. 

In the revolutionary upheavals of the late eighteenth and the 
early nineteenth centuries, the republican rebels tried to reconstruct 
all of society in precisely this way. The emancipation of the Jews 
was only one item in their grand project for the emancipation and 
enlightenment of all mankind. 

The violence these revolutionary changes did to established in¬ 
stitutional values, to ancient sentiments and vested interests, was 
matched by the vehemence of counterrevolutionary movements 
throughout Continental Europe in the nineteenth century. And as 
the Jewish emancipation was symbolically identified with everything 
that was found offensive in the liberal revolution by its foes, the 
traditional hostility to the Jews, transformed into modern anti-Semi¬ 
tism, now assumed the organized purposefulness of a major political 
movement. Thus, the Jewish Problem, posed in the clear light of 
eighteenth-century Enlightenment as an issue requiring rational solu¬ 
tion, continued to be kept alive by the anti-Semitic irrationalism of 
the nineteenth century, which, in the twentieth, sought to bring it 
to a final inhuman solution . 4 

Such was the pattern of the development of Gentile approaches 
to the Jewish problem in Western countries. In those countries, the 
status of the Jews was redefined by their gradual emancipation, 
during a series of political struggles that extended into the second 
half of the nineteenth century. Political anti-Semitism then grew up 
as a counterrevolutionary movement, hostile to the status quo es¬ 
pecially in respect to the Jewish position but also in regard to the 
democratic structure and liberal attitudes of contemporary society 
as a whole. 

In Eastern countries and in particular in the Russian Empire, 
the liberal reconstruction both of the whole social and political sys- 
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tem and of the status of the Jews was slow and halting, or was 
totally aborted. Hostility to civic equality as a solution of the Jewish 
problem consequently developed among Gentiles not in opposition 
to but as a defense of the status quo ; though in some respects it 
borrowed principles developed in the reaction against the successful 
establishment of liberal institutions of the West. 

Whenever the absolute despotism of the Russian Czars was in¬ 
fluenced by the Enlightenment, their policy towards the Jews re¬ 
sembled that of the prerevolutionary absolute monarchs of the West. 
They tried to ‘reform” the traditional Jewish position by adminis¬ 
trative measures, instituting secular education in state-sponsored 
schools, appointing state-approved Rabbis, and seeking to transfer 
Jewish colonists to farm areas and into agricultural and mechanical 
trades, without, however, granting the Jews civic equality and allow¬ 
ing them to arrive at a new social and cultural adjustment in free¬ 
dom. 

More characteristic of the attitude of the Eastern European 
regimes was a policy of simple restriction and repression, intended 
to maintain the traditional subjection of the Jews. After the partition 
of Poland the Czarist regime sought to prevent the settlement of 
Jews in “Holy Russia” and confined them to a “Pale of Settlement” 
in its newly acquired western provinces. Sometimes, however, the 
advocates of restrictive policies employed tactics or arguments of a 
postrevolutionary flavor. When Rumania, obtaining its freedom from 
Ottoman rule, was called upon by Western powers to extend free¬ 
dom and equal citizenship to its Jewish subjects, it evaded these 
demands by using an old argument from the armory of opponents 
of the emancipation of the Jews: it declared the Jews an alien people 
in Rumania. 5 In order to remedy the inequities that this policy 
entailed, the Rumanians were prepared in the 1860’s and 1870’s to 
cooperate in organizing the mass emigration of Rumanian Jews to 
America or to Palestine. So, too, in Russia the alternative to oppres¬ 
sion which the authorities were often ready to make available to the 
Jews was emigration on a large scale. 

Failing to introduce effective reforms of political and social status, 
the doctrines of the Enlightenment and the Emancipation failed, 
also, to effect any historic internal divisions among the Eastern 
European Jews. At the core of the Jewish community, the traditional 
structure of religious practice and all-embracing communal organiza¬ 
tion remained intact, the traditional channels of communication and 
education were kept open, and the traditional historic and eschatologi¬ 
cal self-image retained its force. 
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The innovators, who constituted a fringe group in the community, 
did not appear as religious reformers altering the uniform traditional 
practices, nor did they disturb the traditional shape of communal re¬ 
lations, or successfully substitute Russian culture and Western edu¬ 
cation for Hebrew and Jewish learning. Minor efforts to achieve some 
of these results produced incidents of conflict in the Eastern European 
community but no real institutional change. Many of the advocates of 
Enlightenment in Eastern European Jewry during the nineteenth 
century themselves fostered a new secular Hebrew literature, rather 
than turning to Russian or Rumanian as the medium of communica¬ 
tion among Jews. They created, in the latter half of the century, a 
“modernized” type of Hebrew school; and instead of seeking to re¬ 
form the Jewish religion, they were usually distinguished from the 
traditionalists mainly by the laxness of their observance and the 
uncertainty of their beliefs. Nor, finally, did they feel any ideological 
compulsion to renounce demonstratively the intention of the Jew¬ 
ish people ever to return to its ancestral homeland. Thus, the Enlight¬ 
enment within Eastern Jewry during the nineteenth century created 
only an active intellectual and social ferment in the community but 
produced no clear-cut internal division. 

Only in the closing decades of the century was Eastern European 
Jewry to experience its internal division arising from the impact of 
the modem Jewish problem. Not enlightenment and emancipation, 
but nationalism and social radicalism were the ideas that produced 
this change. 


n 

Not only the situation of the Jews but their national tradition of¬ 
fered obvious analogies with the new nationalist ideas that developed 
among other suppressed peoples in Europe during the nineteenth 
century. Indeed, as we have seen, opponents of the enfranchisement 
of the Jews at various times and places turned with a common impulse 
to the idea that the Jews, as a separate nation, should find their 
freedom in a land or region of their own, instead of being admitted 
to equal citizenship in Gentile society. But this very fact caused 
Jews seeking emancipation to deny that they were a distinct national¬ 
ity, and to suppress nationalist notions, at least where explicitly pre¬ 
sented as a possible solution for the Jewish problem. 

However, throughout the nineteenth century the stimulus of 
European nationalist movements was responded to by Jews aware of 
the analogies between nationalism and the traditional Jewish self- 
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image. Traditionalists like the Sephardic rabbi, Judah Alcalay (1798- 
1878) and the Ashkenazic rabbi, Zvi Hirsch Kalischer (1795-1874), 
observing at close hand the nationalist uprisings of Balkan or Central 
and Eastern European peoples, and stung, moreover, by such re¬ 
minders of Jewish insecurity as the ritual murder trial in Damascus 
in 1840 * or the enforced conversion of the Mortara child in Rome 
in 1858,** argued that the divinely appointed time had come for 
the Jews, too, to seek actively the liberation of their people in the 
form foreseen by tradition, through returning to the Holy Land. The 
nationalism of these men was a direct reading, as they saw it, of 
the contemporary significance of the tradition which, in them, was 
never shaken. There were also occasional Western intellectuals like 
Moses Hess (1812-1875) who, having witnessed the same events, 
responded in a similar way and turned to an eclectic Jewish national¬ 
ism and traditionalism of their own. For such men, the nationalist 
doctrine, adopted out of dissatisfaction with the conventional con¬ 
temporary solutions of political, social and religious problems, both 
general and Jewish, was a bridge by which they hoped to reunite 
their advanced modern principles with the historic Jewish tradition. 

The early and mid-nineteenth century also saw a relative increase 
in the rate of resettlement of Jews in Palestine. The miniature com¬ 
munity that had always been maintained there by a constant influx 
of pious Jews now grew to proportions which, though still small, 
presented new problems of economic maintenance and legal security. 
Immigration into Palestine, moreover, on occasion seemed to offer a 
suitable method to provide for the Jewish refugees ejected by political 
disturbances from the countries of North Africa or Southeastern 
Europe during this period. 

The Jewish community throughout the world had always con¬ 
tributed as a pious duty to the support of the Jews in Palestine. But 

* Father Thomas, superior of the Franciscan convent in Damascus, disappeared 
on February 5. He had been seen in the Jewish quarter on the previous day, and 
monks of his convent spread the rumor that the Damascene Jews had killed him 
in order to use his blood in their alleged rituals. At the instance of the French 
consul, the governor of the city arrested a Jewish barber and seven communal 
leaders and put them to the torture. Some confessions were obtained in this way, 
some prisoners died, and the governor imprisoned others and sought to obtain 
permission for executions. These incidents aroused widespread protests among Jews 
and Christians throughout the world, and a collective note of nine consuls brought 
about the release of the prisoners by Mohammed Ali, then ruler of Syria. When 
Turkey regained control of the territory shortly afterwards, the sultan issued a 
firman pronouncing the charge of ritual murder a libel against the Jews. 

** Edgar Mortara of Bologna, then six years old, having been baptized during 
an illness by a Catholic nurse, was taken from his home by papal gendarmes and 
brought up in the Roman church. Worldwide protests had no effect. 
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the new tasks which arose from the growth of the Palestine community 
and particularly from proposals to establish a haven for the resettle¬ 
ment of Jewish refugees there required methods other than the tra¬ 
ditional charity. Moreover, as Western countries acquired new in¬ 
fluence in all Ottoman affairs, so the Western Jewish communities 
undertook greater responsibilities for their coreligionists in the Otto¬ 
man and North African area and, among them, for the community in 
Palestine. Having achieved success more or less fully in the emanci¬ 
pation and enlightenment of the Jews at home, they conceived it as 
their duty to extend the same benefits of secular education, economic 
security, and political and social equality to the Jews in more back¬ 
ward areas. 

The Damascus affair of 1840 found the Western Jews able to 
give only improvised assistance to their coreligionists in the East. 
When the Mortara case shocked Western Jewry into renewed activity 
almost twenty years later, it brought about their organization for 
continuous assistance on an international scale. The Alliance Israelite 
Universelle was founded in 1860 as an agency for the defense of 
Jews against deprivation of rights and for the relief of economic 
and other social hardships throughout the world. While it had mem¬ 
bers and constituent committees throughout Europe and beyond, it 
was essentially a philanthropic agency of Western Jewry, and, with 
its center in Paris, particularly an organization of the wealthy and 
influential Jews of France. 

The nationalist views of men like Alcalay, Kalischer, and Hess 
found expression not only in exhortation and debate. They were 
in close touch with the improvised and permanent agencies of 
Western Jewry that concerned themselves with the troubled areas 
of the Jewish world in the mid-nineteenth century, and they had 
some influence in securing the support then given to the growth of 
Palestine Jewry. Moreover, sporadic efforts to organize groups specifi¬ 
cally devoted to resettlement in Zion also had some success at this 
time. 

In the later 1860’s and 1870’s, however, the oppression of Jews 
in Rumania posed the question of emigration on a far larger scale 
and with far more pointed political implications, so that new ideologi¬ 
cal and practical issues arose. The Rumanian authorities and some 
Jews favored the mass emigration of Rumanian Jewry as a political 
solution for a problem that the former insisted and the latter con¬ 
ceded would not be solved by emancipation; but this was a position 
which, when so plainly put, a body like the Alliance Israelite Uni¬ 
verselle could not accept. Among the Jews who accepted mass emi- 
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gration as a solution for the problem, particularly in Rumania itself, 
debate arose over whether the destination should be America or 
Palestine. 

During the same years, some of the Russian Jewish intellectuals, 
especially the Hebrew writers among them, at home and abroad, 
began also to develop a direct attack upon the way of life of Western 
Jewry under the aegis of Emancipation and Enlightenment. However, 
it was the pogrom wave of the 1880’s which brought these tendencies 
to a head and produced in Dr. Leo Pinsker’s (1821-1891) Auto- 
Emancipation the first fully-formed articulation of a Zionist doctrine 
directly stated as a solution for the Jewish problem and openly pro¬ 
posed as a substitute for Emancipation, which it explicitly rejected 
as a possible solution. 

The Hovevei-Zion (“Lovers of Zion”), as the new Russian move¬ 
ment called itself, had an historic impact that was essentially ideologi¬ 
cal in nature. Because the idea sprang up among intellectuals, for 
whom the Jewish problem was a matter of acute concern, it was 
formulated as a critique of and an alternative to an earlier solution 
of the Jewish problem, Emancipation. Arising from disillusionment 
with Emancipation, it expressed in a new form the eschatological 
tradition, and reunited its adherents with the still largely traditionalist 
community of Eastern European Jewry. Thus, Hovevei-Zionism was 
able to found a popular movement which in the 1880’s and 1890’s 
spread to all parts of the Jewish world. 

However, owing to the limits which circumstances imposed upon 
the scope of its activities, the ideological character of Hovevei-Zion¬ 
ism was blurred and its challenge was blunted. The Turkish regime 
reacted sharply against the initial political approaches and the im¬ 
plicit political potentialities of Hovevei-Zionism. The movement, un¬ 
able to muster large resources through its own efforts, had to solicit 
the aid of Western Jewish organizations and benefactors for the 
settlers whom it sent to Palestine. In the interests of these settlers, 
upon whose success the Hovevei-Zion concentrated their hopes and 
attention, the challenging implications of the Zionist idea were muted. 

In 1896, Theodor Herzl’s (1860-1904) Judenstaat renewed the 
challenge in a new and sharper form. Not only did he clearly and ex¬ 
plicitly defend Zionism as an ideological alternative to Emancipation; 
he demanded immediate political activities to obtain international 
recognition of the Jewish claim to Palestine and attacked any small- 
scale resettlement in Palestine until such recognition had been ob¬ 
tained. Still more challenging was the character of the Zionist organ¬ 
ization which he subsequently established. The Hovevei-Zion before 
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him had established Zionism as a popular movement, but the nature 
of their aims and activities made them dependent upon the sup¬ 
port, and responsive to the demands, of their Western Jewish bene¬ 
factors. The popular organization which Herzl established had one 
paramount aim and activity, to serve as the representative of the 
Jewish people and, in this capacity, to obtain political recognition for 
Jewish nationalism from the great powers and from the Turks. 
Thus, the World Zionist Organization at its very birth forced ideologi¬ 
cal issues. The subsequent history of Zionism, particularly in East¬ 
ern Europe, was accompanied by a succession of ideological divisions. 

Religious reform had been the occasion in Western Europe for 
a break with the traditional elements of Jewish unity, and the new 
kind of unity thereafter achieved had to provide for the first time 
for a form of denominationalism among the Jews. In Eastern Europe, 
on the other hand, it was Jewish secularism, not Jewish sectarianism, 
which began to challenge the traditional framework of Jewish unity. 
Nationalism and social radicalism, not religious reform, were the new 
doctrines and the new organized forces which Eastern European 
Jewry had to include within its consensus. 

The challenge to traditional forms was provoked not by the suc¬ 
cessful emancipation of the Jews but, after the decisive collapse of 
trends toward emancipation, by other massive changes that shook 
the Jewish community and particularly its intellectuals. In Western 
Europe counter- and post-Emancipation ideas such as created modem 
political anti-Semitism and social radicalism among Gentiles had 
their influence on Jewish intellectuals, too, but they led only to 
abandonment of the fold. In Eastern Europe, where the Emancipa¬ 
tion was not instituted, a critical attitude to the ideas of enlightened 
liberalism did not have this effect upon Jewish intellectuals. Other 
factors of change, the political pressures that provoked waves of emi¬ 
gration and the increasing impoverishment, congestion, and “pro¬ 
letarianization” of the rapidly growing Pale of Settlement, produced 
new ideologies — Zionism first, followed by Socialism — which found 
expression within the Jewish community rather than leading to its 
abandonment. 

The core of the Eastern Jewish community, then, remained the 
tradition, with its uniformity of religious practice and its elastic com¬ 
munity organization, its historic and eschatological myth of Exile and 
Redemption, and its well-established channels of communication to 
all of Jewry throughout the ages and in all parts of the globe, the 
Hebrew language and the system of traditional Jewish education. 
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Jewish nationalism, from the 1880’s on, found acceptance within the 
field dominated by this nucleus, in spite of the laxness of religious 
practice of some Zionists, because they did not propose an opposing 
religious code; and in spite of their insistence on a rational solution 
for the problem of Jewish Exile, because their proposed solution was 
a reaffirmation of the traditional historic and eschatological myth 
abandoned, in effect, by Western Jewry; and, finally, because they 
were no less concerned with Hebrew and Jewish education than 
were traditional Jews. Consequently, not only secularists but religious 
Jews participated in the nationalist movement from its inception. 

The effect of this partnership, however, was to create, eventually, 
organizations expressing the differences between religious and secu¬ 
lar partisans of Zionism and between Zionist and anti-Zionist factions 
among religious Jews. Conflicts arose, first within the Hovevei-Zion 
movement and later within the World Zionist Organization, which 
caused the traditionalist Zionists to organize, in 1893 and in 1901, as a 
separate faction in the nationalist movement under the name of Miz- 
rachi (an abbreviation for merkaz ruhani, or spiritual center). During 
Herzl’s life, and while the World Zionist Organization was controlled 
by his successor, David Wolffsohn (1856-1914), the issues between 
Mizrachi and the secular Zionists were blunted because the move¬ 
ment, concentrating its attention on its diplomatic goals, deliberately 
avoided discussion or direct pursuit of nationalist cultural aims. 

Organizational separatism had been a device adopted by Ortho¬ 
dox Jews in the West, as we have noted, in defense against the domi¬ 
nation of the community by adherents of more liberal religious views. 
Efforts to organize Orthodox Jewry on a world scale and bring East¬ 
ern traditionalists into an effective union with Western Orthodoxy 
came to a head in 1912. In the Zionist Congress of 1911, the rise to 
power of a faction that demanded greater attention to nationalist 
cultural aims (as well as more attention to “practical” colonization in 
Palestine) caused some of the Mizrachi to leave the Zionist Organiza¬ 
tion. Together with Orthodox groups who had consistently opposed 
Zionism as a secularist threat to religion, they formed Agudat Israel, 
a union of Orthodox Jewry which developed a clearly marked anti- 
Zionist ideology. While the movement was worldwide, it was naturally 
strongest in Eastern Europe where traditionalism had no rivals as 
the authentic representative of Jewish religion. 

The general political oppression and the peculiar hardships of 
Jewish life in the Russian Empire produced not only Zionists but 
social radicals among young Jewish intellectuals in Eastern Europe. 
They participated from the 1870’s in the revolutionary movements 
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that sought to overthrow Russian despotism for the benefit of all 
the people, and particularly of the Russian peasant. Such preoccupa* 
tions meant in many cases disregard of the Jewish plight as a minor 
ill of society. In the course of time, however, the number of Jewish 
workers in Russian towns grew considerably through the expansion 
of industry and commerce. Jewish radicals found a broad field for 
activity in organizing a Jewish proletarian movement. In 1897, the 
very year when Herzl convened the first Zionist Congress, these men 
founded the Bund (Der Algemeyner Idisher Arbeter Bund in Rusland 
un Poiln), the socialist and trade union organization of the Jewish 
workers in Russia and Poland. 

The Eastern European Jewish radicals, in many cases, shared far 
fewer of the traditional, institutional values of the community, es¬ 
pecially at the beginning, than did the secular Zionists. Nevertheless, 
they found that they, too, if they wished, could remain within the 
bond of unity of Eastern European Jewry. This was possible because 
the Jewish nationalists had demonstrated that secular versions of 
Jewish values could be given institutional forms acceptable by the 
consensus. Some of the radicals were themselves Zionists. Others, 
while opposed both to Zionism and to traditional values, established 
themselves as a valid variant of the common ethos by following in 
the paths opened up by Zionism. They learned to appeal to Jewish 
folk solidarity as a bond of unity which, as the Zionists had shown, 
persisted even when the uniform religious practice was no longer 
observed. If they did not accept Hebrew and the traditional culture 
as channels of communication and consensus, they found acceptance 
within the community by becoming the protagonists of a conceivable 
alternative, the Yiddish language and Eastern European folk culture. 
Thus, social radicals — some Zionist, but more anti-Zionist; usually 
secularist, but occasionally also religious — found a place in the rapidly 
changing community and increased its internal divisions. 

Founded in the same year as the World Zionist Organization, the 
Bund conceived itself as the ideological rival of Zionism in the East¬ 
ern European community. Soon, however, there crystallized groups 
of Jewish radicals who opposed the anti-Zionism of the Bund. A 
variety of Socialist Zionist parties were formed, some organized as 
factions within the World Zionist Organization, others shunning such 
an association with the bourgeoisie as "class collaborationism.” 

In addition to the Zionists, Orthodox Zionists and various Socialist 
Zionist parties, and the anti-Zionist Orthodox and Socialist organiza¬ 
tions, the ideological spectrum of Eastern European Jewry was en¬ 
riched by a variety of other groups often opposed to the Zionists. 
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Some of the latter parties stressed the need for autonomy in the 
Diaspora instead of emigration as the means of solving the Jewish 
problem, while others, the “Territorialist” parties, favored emigration, 
but to some more suitable land for Jewish colonization than was, in 
their opinion, Palestine. 

In Western Europe, on the other hand, Zionism often had to deal 
not so much with rival organizations set up in the form of parties as 
with general communal agencies, many of them established before 
Zionism. But here, too, Zionism, especially in critical moments that 
focused attention on ideological issues, encountered opponents in 
the Jewish community whom it had to overcome or to conciliate in the 
pursuit of its aims. 

Such were the conditions under which the Zionist movement 
sought to represent the whole Jewish people and to obtain from the 
international community, on its behalf, those rights and conditions 
which it regarded as essential for solving the Jewish problem by es¬ 
tablishing a sovereign Jewish nation in Palestine. 



2 ZIONIST CONCEPTIONS OF 
SOVEREIGNTY 


Israel, the Jewish state, is, of course, the child of Zionism. Zionism 
is one of a group of modern nationalist movements which sought to 
gain for a people in full measure those attributes which characterize 
a modem nation. 

What the attributes of a modern nation are«may be more clearly 
defined as an ideal than generalized from the description of “national 
groups,” for many peoples who are considered to represent nationali¬ 
ties or who claim the title of nationality lack one or another of the 
typical “national” traits in part or in full. Ideally, then, a modern na¬ 
tion possesses a land of its own and a language of its own, and exer¬ 
cises independent sovereignty. Nationalities that have a “conscious¬ 
ness of kind” rooted in a common past but lack one or another of 
the above attributes or possess them only in part have been prone 
in modem times to develop nationalist movements, aiming to acquire 
or recapture the missing elements and so to raise the people to the 
status of a nation in the full modem sense. 

It is well to begin with these commonplaces, because the sub¬ 
ject of our study is a far from typical case. By placing Zionism against 
the background of a common type to which it belongs, we may hope 
to understand it better as a particular instance. 

Thus, as a modern nationalist movement Zionism adopted the 
standard nationalist aims, and sought to acquire or recapture for the 
Jews, in full measure, the attributes of a national land, language, 
and sovereignty. But in view of the gross differences between the 
Jewish situation and that of other nationalities, Zionism from the 
beginning added certain obviously necessary supplements to the 
standard list. A minimum general statement of the Zionist aim would 
include “securing the survival of the Jewish people” or “solving the 
Jewish problem” by establishing the Jews in Palestine with all the 
attributes of a modern nation: land, language, and sovereignty. 
Moreover, the statement would be inadequate if it did not also add 
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that Zionism aimed at major demographic and occupational shifts in 
the distribution of the Jews. In more specific terms, the national tasks 
undertaken by Zionism included the following: not only to develop 
Hebrew as a secular literary language but to make it the spoken 
tongue of the Jews; to direct Jewish migration to Palestine and es¬ 
tablish a community there which would be free from the social and 
cultural problems that attended the Jewish status as a dispersed mi¬ 
nority people in the Diaspora; and to carry out all the transformations 
in social and economic distribution, create the appropriate social 
institutions, and foster the cultural changes necessary for such a 
program. 

If there is any purpose to which a typical modern nationalist 
movement seems absolutely and unconditionally committed, it is the 
conquest and the unrestricted exercise of political sovereignty. The 
other major aims of nationalism — such as the exclusive control of 
the land and natural resources, or the secure establishment and culti¬ 
vation of the national language and culture — are not infrequently 
thought of as means to national ends. The pursuit of such aims may 
be deliberately restricted or suspended for reasons of policy. Inde¬ 
pendent India, for example, still recognizes the English language as 
an official language; and, on the other hand, it has serious difficulty 
in deciding how its own numerous native languages, instead of cre¬ 
ating cultural and social cleavages, may be used in order to create 
a sense of All-Indian nationality, founded upon the deepest and 
widest possible social consensus. In the same way, new national 
states with underdeveloped resources may prefer to encourage in¬ 
vestment by granting concessions to foreigners rather than to keep 
exclusive national control of their resources without the funds to 
develop them. The Sultan of Morocco and the President of Tunisia 
retained their repute as nationalists so long as they remained symbolic 
leaders of the struggle for political sovereignty, even though they 
wished to follow a policy that would not discourage foreign economic 
ties. But leaders who incline to be “moderate” in regard to the con¬ 
quest or exercise of national sovereignty itself are usually given a 
quite different reception. Such proponents of political compromise 
are decried as “lackeys” of colonialism and imperialism. The national¬ 
ist movement, as though by a mass instinct, rejects them in the same 
way that the logic of a mass revolutionary impulse passed by Keren¬ 
sky and swept on to Lenin. It seems to be the very hallmark of a 
modern nationalist movement, or of a new nation, that it never thinks 
of its political sovereignty as subordinate to other specific ends. 
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Nationalists, of course, often speak of a higher significance in their 
draggle for national sovereignty, and dream, as Giuseppe Mazzini 
did, that, after liberation, their nation is destined to play a quasi- 
i Messianic role in the historic progress of mankind. Nehru’s concep- 
/ tion of India as a balance wheel of global politics, a moral force upon 
■ whose strength world peace depends, certainly affected his course of 
action on many occasions. Colonel Nasser dreamt of a role for him¬ 
self and his people in Arab and world affairs in a way that undoubt¬ 
edly determined his use of national sovereignty in many instances. 
But such “subordination” of national sovereignty to higher ends has 
one important characteristic: the role assigned by Mazzini to Italy, 
Nehru to India, or Nasser to the expanding Arab Republic could 
never possibly require that these nations yield or restrict their free¬ 
dom of sovereign decision. On the contrary, only by acting with com¬ 
plete freedom and self-determination, guided only by the dictates of 
national individuality, could they conceivably perform the heroic 
roles allotted to them. 

For a true subordination of the demands of national sovereignty 
to “higher ends,” we must seek elsewhere in the modern world. We 
may find it in nations too well established to need to be nationalist, 
as in the agreements of the NATO powers, of Benelux, or of the 
European coal and steel pool. We may also find it, on the other hand, 
among the more docile of the Communist satellite republics “liber¬ 
ated” after the last war by Soviet armies; but, precisely because of 
this renunciation of full independence, we consider them to be a 
phenomenon characteristically different from the typical new national¬ 
ist state. 

Thus a fierce determination to achieve and preserve national 
sovereignty seems almost to belong to the very definition of national¬ 
ism. Yet there appears to be no inherent reason why sovereignty 
could not sometimes be subordinated in a true and effective sense 
to other national ends, just as the national language and the national 
control of resources have been. In abstract logic, at least, this should 
be contained within the range of possibilities of the nationalist idea. 

In the ideology of the State of Israel, and in the history of the 
Zionist idea, we have in fact just such a case. Political sovereignty 
has not been an absolute and unconditional purpose of the Zionist 
movement at all times without exception, though certainly it was 
viewed essentially in that light by some almost always and on some 
occasions by almost all. As a general rule most Zionists, and in some 
respects almost all Zionists, valued national sovereignty not for its 
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own sake alone, but also as one of the instruments needed for the 
attainment of other ends of the nationalist movement. 

The reasons for this peculiarity in Zionism are easily understood. 
Other nationalist movements arose among peoples occupying the 
land where they wished to be free. Consequently, the nationalist 
myth of freedom, with its call to expel the foreigner, could appeal to 
powerful popular feelings of rage and envy arising from the continual 
frictions that mark the relations between peoples when one rules and 
the other is forced to be subject. Zionism, however, could not evoke 
an overpowering wave of popular emotion by a simple outcry against 
the foreign tyrant, for it proposed not to free the Jews in the coun¬ 
tries where they were oppressed but to bring them into a new 
country. 

Focusing innumerable resentments in a single myth of liberation 
and directing them against a concretely visible image of an enemy, 
nationalism is usually able to brush aside or absorb alternative ideolo¬ 
gies that may exist among a subject people. But for Zionism neither 
the problem it sought to solve nor the enemy it proposed to over¬ 
come could come to focus in a single image of mythic concreteness, 
appealing immediately and intimately to every sort and condition 
of Jew. The oppression of the Jews was experienced in various forms 
and degrees in many different lands and under widely differing con¬ 
ditions, while, as we shall see, the Zionist mythos arose from and 
intimately expressed a particular variant. Hence, from the outset, 
Zionism was only one among several rival ideologies, and by no 
means certain to dominate the others because of its mass appeal. 

Sovereignty is not only the lack most acutely felt in the ordinary 
nationalist myth. It also epitomizes every other national aim in 
nationalist ideologies. Emotional primacy here gives rise to logical 
precedence. The other national aims, cultural and economic, often 
seem hardly more than logical consequences of the attainment of 
political independence. Sovereignty is regarded as a condition prece¬ 
dent for pursuing other aims, but is not related to them as means to 
end in the value systems of nationalists. Once the people rules itself, 
national control of resources, national economic reform, or even the 
more perfect cultivation of the national literature and arts, should 
follow almost automatically as mere details: this, at least, seems to 
be the working principle frequently adopted by nationalists. But 
if it could be shown that the pursuit of political sovereignty, or its 
free exercise once achieved, interfered with the attainment of national 
economic or cultural ends, nationalists would not ordinarily agree 
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to defer or restrict the political in favor of the other national aims. 
On the other hand, since a national cultural revival is generally be¬ 
lieved to stimulate the urge to independence, nationalists often favor 
concentrating attention on this national aim as an immediate objec¬ 
tive; but if, for some reason, this is not felt to be the case, they can 
sacrifice less important cultural (or economic) aims to the primary 
value of asserting national sovereignty. “When I hear the word 
'culture/ ” the Nazi leader said, “I reach for my pistol.” 

Such unquestioned supremacy of the aim of sovereignty could not 
gain the general consent of all Zionists. The Jewish situation and the 
Jewish problem were such, prima facie, that other than strictly po¬ 
litical aims seemed to many to deserve prior attention. Zionism had 
first to bring the Jewish people into that land where it hoped ulti¬ 
mately to exercise sovereignty. Also, many felt that it was a primary 
task to transform Hebrew into a “living language” so that it might 
be the medium for crystallizing an active national will. For such 
Zionists the achievement of political sovereignty did not seem to be 
logically precedent to other national aims. Nor was it conceived as 
an absolute principle epitomizing all other national ideas and absorb¬ 
ing all other passions of the national movement. If the occupation of 
land or rejuvenation of the national language rather than political 
sovereignty engaged immediate attention as the nationalist aim of 
logically precedent importance, it also became fixed in the feelings 
of those who most ardently devoted themselves to it as the primary 
national value. Logical precedence here gave rise to emotional pri¬ 
macy. Thus, different factions arose in the Zionist movement stres¬ 
sing one or another nationalist aim, and one or another aspect of the 
Jewish problem which this aim was particularly designed to remedy, 
with no general agreement on the primacy of political sovereignty 
over other national aims. Such factions, accordingly, evaluated and 
defined the nationalist aim of sovereignty itself in different ways. 

This point can also be stated in the following way: Zionism could 
afford to be ideologically reasonable, because it was not bound to 
the nationalist myth of an autochthonous populace aroused to rebel¬ 
lion against foreign rulers. It could regard sovereignty, like any other 
national aim, either as end or as means, according to circumstances. 
A Zionist leader could sometimes propose to moderate, modify, or 
defer the conquest of political sovereignty without serious loss of 
popular support, as shown by the brilliant career of Chaim Weizmann 
(1874-1952). For, in the Zionist movement, unlike other nationalist 
movements, this did not involve frustrating an endemic complex of 
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popular passions which found effective, concentrated expression in 
the demand of sovereignty. 

In Zionism, then, any one of the three major nationalist aims, land, 
language, or sovereignty, could be made the primary value and the 
most general end from which all the others were logically derived. 
Each of these aims, in turn, was valued because it was conceived as 
the logical means for dealing with the intolerable situation which 
lay at the roots of the Zionist myth and idea: the Jewish problem, as 
it became acute for a generation of moderns. Whether land, language, 
or sovereignty were the particular principle valued as the primary 
aim and as the logical end of all nationalist policy was a judgment 
that depended on how the Jewish problem was conceived by one or 
another type of Zionist, and which of these major nationalist aims 
seemed, accordingly, the most logical as a direct solution for the 
problem. 

To Theodor Herzl, the Jewish question was most painfully ap¬ 
parent as one of "Judennot” — the plight of the Jews: the civic disabili¬ 
ties, economic restrictions, social oppression and popular hatred suf¬ 
fered by the individual Jews. 1 His critic, Ahad Ha’am,* emphasized 
that in addition to "Judennot” — the 'problem of the Jews” — there 
existed another, even more important aspect of the Jewish problem, 
the "problem of Judaism.” For what he, as a modern man, found most 
intolerable in the Jewish situation was the dissolving consensus of 
the Jewish people because of the loss of faith among the "enlightened” 
and the apparent irrelevance to modem conditions of the faith of the 
Orthodox. 

For Zionists of the type of Ahad Ha’am, the primary, immediate 
objective of the nationalist movement, the national aim that was 
logically demanded by the situation, was to revive a secular Jewish 
culture through the medium of the Hebrew language, and so to re¬ 
establish the consensus of the Jewish people, as the prerequisite con¬ 
dition for pursuing other national aims. They had varying attitudes 
to other nationalist activities — such as encouraging emigration from 
the Diaspora and resettling the land in Palestine — which were 
logically related to the Jewish problem conceived as one of Judennot. 
Only under special circumstances did a small group develop who 
were ready for far-reaching compromises regarding land (including 
immigration) and sovereignty as national aims, if permitted to culti¬ 
vate the national language and culture in Palestine. But if a secular 

* Ahad Ha’am (“One of the People”): pseudonym of Asher Ginzberg (1856- 
1927); Hebrew publicist and editor; leader of B’nei Moshe, 1889-1896. 
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Jewish culture were to be revived, this end itself required as its 
necessary means resettlement, under conditions of relative autonomy, 
by a small, devoted nucleus that could constitute a soundly based, 
well-rooted Jewish society in Palestine; for only the spontaneous life 
of such a national entity could give substance and elasticity to the 
new secular Jewish culture. Nor did “cultural Zionists,” as a rule, re¬ 
main insensitive to the need for solving the “problem of the Jews” 
as well as the “problem of Judaism” in Palestine. But since this was 
not what they valued as a primary aim, they could consider the prob¬ 
lem skeptically. Well aware of the oppression of the Jews and their 
need to emigrate at once from the centers of severest hardship, the 
cultural Zionists might doubt that Palestine, in their own day, could 
provide for this necessity. They might feel that only after the Jew¬ 
ish people had been rejuvenated and invigorated by its revived cul¬ 
ture, could it undertake — if at all — the long, historic task of resettling 
en masse in Palestine and reclaiming sovereignty there. They might 
even feel that the Jewish settlement in Palestine would always remain 
a relatively small enclave in that country, though sufficiently estab¬ 
lished and independent to develop its own authentic culture; while 
the mass of the Jewish people, continuing in the Diaspora, would be 
consolidated by the cultural influence of the nucleus. 

All these, however, usually remained nuances of belief rather 
than principles around which groups were organized. What has 
been called “cultural Zionism” appealed to men in whom the under¬ 
mining of tradition and the disillusioning impact of the modem Jew¬ 
ish situation had created a state of intellectual disorientation. Such 
a condition was traumatic in its effect, but it was an emotional up¬ 
heaval which extended, not to the whole people, but only to intel¬ 
lectual groups. Consequently, cultural Zionism did not emerge as the 
ideological principle of a partisan, political grouping in Jewish life. 
The nearest it came to becoming a full-fledged ideology was at its 
inception in the 1890 ? s when, in the ebb of the Hovevei-Zion move¬ 
ment, Ahad Ha am himself, together with a group of friends, sought 
to revive the nationalist spirit by organizing the elite secret society 
of “B nei Moshe.” * Apart from this effort, cultural Zionism — in which 
language became a primary aim — exercised its influence not as a 
power-oriented organization but as a pervasive idea that affected 
groupings organized around other principles. The national aims of 

* “B’nei Moshe” (Sons of Moses) was a secret order on Masonic lines organ¬ 
ized in 1889 in the hope of reviving the Hovevei-Zion movement by giving it a 
disciplined controlling group of men devoted to the Hebrew culture and national 
cause. 
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land and sovereignty, on the other hand, were primary principles 
around which Zionist partisans organized themselves. 

The Zionists who considered most pressing not “the problem of 
Judaism” but “the problem of the Jews” —the need for immediate 
mass migration and, at the same time, for escaping the plague of anti- 
Semitism and alienhood which dogged the Jews’ footsteps where- 
ever they went as a minority — may be roughly divided into two 
groups. Both groups agreed that the terms of the problem dictated 
a single solution — a territory where the Jews could concentrate as 
a majority and exercise national sovereignty; as Zionists, moreover, 
they specified Palestine as the Jewish territory. But one group con¬ 
sidered sovereignty itself the primary national aim: they believed 
that before an effective demographic concentration in Palestine 
oould begin, the establishment of the Jewish claim to sovereignty 
there was essential. The other group felt that settlement of the land 
was the first task, and that only on the basis of effective occupation 
by Jewish settlers could the claim of Jewish sovereignty be sustained. 
The history of organized Zionism is essentially a record of the debates 
between these two views and of the successive achievements along 
each of the two lines. 

The distinction between the two groups was not made at once. 
The earliest Zionists of real historic significance, the Hovevei-Zion 
and BILU * groups of the 1880’s, did not develop any true ideologi¬ 
cal debate over the question of the precedence of the Zionist hen or 
the Zionist egg: whether concentration in the land logically preceded 
sovereignty or vice-versa. They were prepared to try both approaches, 
as occasion permitted. In the very beginning, some of the BILU 
group made their way to Palestine without preliminaries, while others 
went to Constantinople to seek from the Porte the necessary authority 
and facilities for the settlement of their members. 2 Just at that time 
the Turks, turning against Britain, turned decisively also against 
projects for Jewish immigration and resettlement in Palestine, with 
which the British had long been somewhat vaguely associated. And 
not only the Jewish Zionists, but Laurence Oliphant (1829-1888) and 
Edward Cazalet (1827-1883), who were promoting plans for Jew¬ 
ish resettlement in Palestine, were decisively turned down. 3 There¬ 
upon, also, the Turks began to enforce far stricter regulations than 
before in order to discourage Jewish immigration. 

*BILU: acrostic of “Beit Ya’akov l’khu v’nelkha”— “House of Jacob, come, 
let us go” (Isa. 2:5). A student and youth organization organized in Russia in 
1882 for immigration and settlement as farm workers in Palestine. 
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Under these circumstances, the Zionist movement of the eighties 
and nineties disregarded political aims and methods. It went ahead 
with immigration and resettlement in Palestine regardless of legal 
status and in spite of legal restrictions. The achievements of the move¬ 
ment were disappointing, however, and, in assessing the inadequate 
results, the question of the tactics that should be adopted in resettling 
Palestine became an issue of ideological debate. On the one hand, 
the “cultural Zionists” argued from the premise of the slow and in¬ 
secure resettlement to the conclusion that Palestine could not solve 
“the problem of the Jews” under existing circumstances. Consequently, 
the immediate task was to solve “the problem of Judaism.” On the 
other hand, when Theodor Herzl formulated his own version of 
Zionism, he, too, drew major ideological conclusions from his analysis 
of the shortcomings of the earlier resettlement projects. He set up 
a programmatic tenet disavowing any settlement of Palestine by “in¬ 
filtration,” and contending that a charter for colonization must be 
secured before colonization should be undertaken at all. 4 

The Basle program, adopted by the First Zionist Congress in 1897, 
laid down a compromise formula in which these differences of opinion, 
or of nuance, were elided or harmonized. The first sentence of that 
program, generally used as a slogan to stand for the whole, declared 
the Zionist aim to be “the establishment of a home ( Heimstaette ) 
for the Jewish people secured under public law in Palestine.” 5 This 
formula, together with the additional proviso that “all those Jews 
who could not or would not assimilate” were to go to the Jewish home¬ 
land, was used by Herzl as his own short definition of Zionism. 6 But 
the Basle program, in addition to stating the aim, also formulated 
in four paragraphs the means to be employed. Taking these in re¬ 
verse order, we find that the Zionist movement committed itself to 
the following immediate objectives: preparatory steps toward securing 
the “governmental acts of approval” ( Regierungszustimmungen) 
needed to achieve the Zionist aim; the strengthening of Jewish na¬ 
tional consciousness; the organization of all Jewry through local and 
general institutions, consonant with the laws of each country; and 
the “appropriate” ( zweckdienliche) resettlement of Palestine by Jew¬ 
ish farmers, artisans, and entrepreneurs. 

There was little room for doubting what Herzl, and the Congress 
at large, meant by the significant insertion of “appropriate.” It was 
made sufficiently clear that, in the Zionist view, further colonization 
should really stop until a proper basis “under public law” had been 
secured by diplomacy. 7 Yet the formula also provided houseroom in 
the Zionist organization for those who contended, as some did during 
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the Congress, that the “practical” work of resettlement should go 
forward without interruption. Nevertheless, the enthusiasm engen¬ 
dered by the Congress was all centered on the new approach, then 
elevated to a doctrinal principle, which held that the negotiation of 
a political status in Palestine — the aim of sovereignty — was the royal 
road to the triumph of Zionism, and hence to the solution of the 
Jewish problem. The recognition given to the practical work of 
colonization — the aim of land — was a concession to vested interests 
and to counsels of caution which aroused no enthusiasm at the time; 
hence they had not the force of a principle. 

But times changed, and with them evaluations. As the obstacles 
to practical colonization by Herzl’s predecessors had engendered 
disappointment and only a new approach was able to arouse en¬ 
thusiasm, so the frustration of Herzl’s diplomacy led in turn to a 
mood of depression. This reached a traumatic climax in the Sixth and 
Seventh Zionist Congresses in 1903 and 1905. Failing to progress in 
his negotiations for a charter for Palestine and oppressed by the 
growing need for Jewish emigration, Herzl turned to East Africa as 
a “Nachtasyl,” a temporary national home, until Palestine should be¬ 
come available. This proposal was bitterly opposed in the Sixth Con¬ 
gress, and its rejection by the Seventh Congress, after Herzl’s death, 
split the organization. 8 Out of the despondency of that time, how¬ 
ever, a new principle arose to engender enthusiasm: the principle, 
this time, of colonization regardless of legal or any other obstacles, 
until the desired political status should become practicable as a 
crowning achievement of Zionism. In the wake of the Russian up¬ 
heavals following the Russo-Japanese war, a wave of rebellious 
young Zionists went to Palestine and achieved two triumphs of mythic 
impact: they established Hebrew as a spoken language and they 
created a prototype of the Jewish farmer-worker in Palestine. 9 Follow¬ 
ing 1908, the World Zionist Organization, soon to be dominated by 
the late Herzl’s opponents, the Practical Zionists, undertook a pro¬ 
gram of specific experiments and projects of actual colonization, under 
whatever legal conditions they could obtain at that time. But the 
critical success of Practical Zionism was, after all, its negotiation of 
the Balfour Declaration and the Jewish national home clauses in the 
Palestine Mandate after World War I, the long-sought-for charter 
that Herzl had set as Zionism’s first aim. 10 

After the charter had been secured, ideological dispute within 
the Zionist movement did not cease but continued to rage over 
the question whether political sovereignty or the effective occupation 
of the land should be defined as the immediate objective of the Zion- 
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ist movement. The debate over this point even after the charter was 
gained revealed the ambiguity essentially involved in sovereignty as 
a Zionist aim, when this sovereignty applied to a country the Jews 
did not yet effectively occupy. 

It became clear, in the very heat of arriving at an agreed formula 
for the Balfour Declaration and in the ensuing debates, that HerzFs 
formula for the aim of Jewish sovereignty was subject to conflicting 
interpretations. That this was the case had been apparent even at 
the First Zionist Congress, where the question that led to the most 
pointed definition of rival opinions had been precisely the formula¬ 
tion of the aim of sovereignty. 

In order to facilitate negotiations with the Turks, as well as to still 
fears of hostile reactions against the existing colonies by the Turks 
or against the Hovevei-Zion societies by the Russian government, 
the drafting committee headed by Max Nordau (1849-1923) had 
avoided an outright demand for a Jewish state in Palestine, just as 
Herzl had learned to do in his first Constantinople negotiations. 11 
Instead, the committee proposed a formula stating that Zionism aimed 
to obtain a “legally secured home for the Jewish people in Pales¬ 
tine.” 12 This seemed to many delegates to water down unduly the 
formulation of the ultimate aim of Zionism, to obscure the Zionist 
intention to set up a Jewish state, and to blur that decisive difference 
from previous attempts at resettlement which gave the Zionist move¬ 
ment its elan. Those delegates argued that the formula could be 
interpreted as claiming no more than the normal rights of private 
individuals to buy real estate and develop it; and they demanded that 
in order to stress the essential character of a Zionist charter the con¬ 
gress should demand “a home for the Jewish people, secured by 
international law , in Palestine.” Such phrasing seemed to Herzl im¬ 
politic, in view of the Turks’ suspicion of foreign intervention and 
their fear of new movements for national independence, as well as 
narrower than was necessary in order to imply that Zionism sought 
to restore Jewish sovereignty in Palestine. Instead Herzl proposed 
the formula finally adopted — one which he felt made clear the dis¬ 
tinction from normal rights of individuals to purchase and develop 
real estate — that Zionism aimed to achieve “a home for the Jewish 
people secured under public law in Palestine.” 13 This left open certain 
major questions: was the “sovereignty” Zionism aimed at nothing 
more than the charter, that is, a concession to develop large, con¬ 
tinuous areas of Palestine and maintain communal autonomy there, 
or did Zionism intend at some future date to claim the right to in¬ 
dependence of a people occupying its own land? 
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Major ideological differences which developed after the Balfour 
Declaration revolved around the question whether to leave this 
matter open, as Herzl had done, or to close it by a new definition. 
The first course — the course Herzl had adopted — was advocated by 
his erstwhile opponents, the Practical Zionists, while the latter course — 
from which Herzl had dissuaded the First Congress — was pressed by 
those who saw themselves as his heirs, the Revisionist-Zionists, headed 
by Vladimir Jabotinsky (1880-1940). 

The differences which arose on these issues are not to be ex¬ 
plained solely as ultimate or temperamental in character, as though 
they were based merely on the arbitrary preferences of contending 
groups for full or for restricted national freedom. Apart from the ir¬ 
rational preferences they may reflect, the opposing formulations of 
the Zionist aim of sovereignty each had its own rational connection 
with the other aims of Zionist nationalism and with the different ways 
in which the rival parties visualized the achievement of those aims. 
The Revisionists contended that Zionism should now go beyond the 
deliberately vague Basle formula and declare that it demanded as its 
ultimate goal ( Endziel) “a Jewish State within its historic boundaries” 
— that is, extending over the entire area of the Mandate, including 
Transjordan. In taking this position, they were not moved by sheer 
fetishism of the myth image of the state, however much they culti¬ 
vated it as a movement fetish. The political tactics they proposed had 
above all a logical connection with their views about the way in which 
Zionism should proceed to settle the country, now that they had a 
charter for the purpose in the form of Balfour Declaration; about the 
attitude the Zionist Organization should take in its negotiations with 
the British and other authorities concerning the interpretation and 
implementing of the charter, and in particular concerning its terri¬ 
torial extension; and, also, about the proper Zionist policies for deal¬ 
ing with the opposed interests of Arab nationalism. 14 The majority 
of Zionists, who favored retaining the Basle formula unchanged, were 
motivated not by opposition (in most cases) to the ultimate estab¬ 
lishment of a Jewish state as the final expression of the national aim 
of sovereignty. They differed from the Revisionists, and also dif¬ 
fered among themselves, about the ways in which Zionism should 
proceed to settle the country, now that they had a charter for the 
purpose in the form of the Balfour Declaration; about the attitude 
the Zionist Organization should take in its negotiations with the 
British and other authorities concerning the interpretation and imple¬ 
menting of the charter, and in particular concerning its territorial ex- 
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tension; and also about the proper Zionist policies for dealing with the 
opposed interests of Arab nationalism. 

Thus, for most participants, the quarrel concerning the Endziel 
was not really over the ultimate sovereignty of the Jewish state, even 
though it revolved about the question whether this should or should 
not now be stated as the Zionist aim. The quarrel was really about 
the kind and degree of authority exercised by themselves, or the kind 
of “colonization regime” instituted by the Mandatory power, that the 
Zionists required in the interim period of immigration and coloniza¬ 
tion. 

If one were to set up a paradigm of the mental construction repre¬ 
sented by Zionist Revisionism, one would have to begin with a 
characteristic perception of the Jewish problem. This extreme of 
Zionism arose out of a view which regarded the Jewish problem as 
first and foremost “the problem of the Jews,” of their rightlessness and 
oppression, and of their rejection even by emancipated and enlight¬ 
ened Gentile society. The Jewish problem, as viewed by men like 
Pinsker, Nordau, Herzl, and Jabotinsky, was overwhelmingly the prob¬ 
lem of anti-Semitism, which they came to regard as ineradicable so 
long as Jews persisted as a distinct group among Gentiles. However, 
when the Jewish nation rose to claim its rights to sovereignty in its 
ancestral homeland, the other nations would ultimately recognize 
this right, because, in this age of Enlightenment, they no less than 
the Jews must be interested in curing the plague of anti-Semitism. 
Thus Jews and Gentiles alike would agree to a supreme political act 
of emancipation, the grant of a charter under public law, which would 
once and for all make possible a rational solution of the Jewish prob¬ 
lem. 15 

Such a solution was visualized by these men in the form of a vast, 
planned project of social engineering eliminating virtually at one 
blow, or in a series of stages, the “problem of the Jews.” 16 Zionists 
of this type tended to envisage the transfer of the Jewish nation to 
Palestine as a rapid, large-scale movement. Such a conception could 
only be put into effect if the “colonization regime” to be established 
by the charter (or by the “suzerain power”) met rather stringent 
requirements. All the powers of a modem state — or rather the extra¬ 
ordinary powers (exceeding what a modern democratic state often 
permits itself) characteristic of a colonial concessionaire — would 
not be too much to equip the proposed Jewish company for such a 
task. Moreover the determined cooperation of the governments of 
the lands from which Jews were to come, as well as of that controlling 
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the land in which the company would colonize, was no less essential. 
Such were the prerequisite means to the grand project of mass trans¬ 
fer envisaged by those Zionists; and such is the actual denotation of 
the aims comprehended under the Revisionist slogan of the Jewish 
state as the avowed Endziel of the Zionist movement. In this extreme 
position of Zionist nationalism, the sovereign Jewish state was not, as 
in other nationalisms, to be the condition precedent for achieving 
all other national aims; but extraordinary powers, approaching or 
even exceeding those common in many sovereign states, were to be 
exercised by a Jewish company so that, with international coopera¬ 
tion, the other Jewish national aims — immigration, occupation of 
land, and social integration — might first be achieved, with the inde¬ 
pendent, sovereign Jewish state coming thereafter as the crowning, 
ultimate achievement. 

We see, then, that even for the Zionists most markedly political in 
their approach, the aim of sovereignty was connected pragmatically 
with the other aims of their Zionist ideology, and not set apart as an 
absolute condition of all of them, as a fetishistic demand flowing di¬ 
rectly from irrational or mythic sources. Thus, on occasion, the most 
extreme political Zionists could modify or mitigate their demands 
of sovereignty, or subordinate the exercise of sovereignty to other 
national aims which at the moment seemed more pressing. We have 
already noted how at the First Zionist Congress, Herzl and Nordau 
argued for a formulation of the Zionist aim regarding sovereignty 
which would allow the greatest flexibility in negotiation, and permit 
the future, with its unpredictable circumstances, to determine the 
ultimate kind and degree of authority that would characterize the 
Jewish state. 

Not only Herzl and Nordau, but Jabotinsky, too, demonstrated 
repeatedly how the peculiar situation of Zionism forced the most 
"extreme nationalists” to mitigate, defer, and subordinate the demand 
of sovereignty. Like other Zionists in the period before the First 
World War, he treated the aim of Jewish sovereignty in Palestine 
as a maximum program to be worked for at some more suitable 
juncture of events in the future, while other, minimum but more 
immediate, objectives — land and language — were pursued at once. 
He worked ardently for Hebrew as the spoken language and language 
of instruction of the Jews in the Diaspora; he supported the immigra¬ 
tion and resettlement in Palestine of pioneers who built positions of 
Jewish strength in the country, without waiting for suitable legal 
political guarantees and regardless of unfavorable local conditions; 
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and he argued for the organization and legal recognition of the Jews 
in Diaspora countries, particularly in Russia, as a distinct nationality, 
like the Poles or Ukrainians. 17 

These activities could perhaps be dismissed as coming before 
Jabotinsky fully worked out his doctrine of 'monolithic” Zionism. 
But his attitudes in the later period of his life no less clearly demon¬ 
strated readiness to treat the question of sovereignty in a far from 
fetishistic manner. He opposed the autonomous organization of a 
Jewish self-defense corps, or of the Jewish school system in Palestine 
under the Mandate, since he insisted that both must be organized 
by the Mandate government, made subordinate to its officers, and 
operated under its immediate authority and directions. 18 The reason 
for this refusal, on the part of a Jabotinsky, to approve the exercise 
of Jewish quasi-sovereignty, the growth of a state within the Man¬ 
date state, was, of course, that he felt that such a policy would inter¬ 
fere with a more important objective: to make the establishment of 
the Jewish state the direct aim and responsibility of Mandate policy. 
If the Jews undertook to defend, educate, and colonize themselves, 
this would only make it easier for the mandatary to avoid the responsi¬ 
bility for creating the Jewish state. Jabotinsky, at times, almost des¬ 
paired of Britain s being won over fully to the Zionist program, as he 
had originally despaired of Turkey, and was inclined to seek allies 
elsewhere. But the idea of an alliance with an existing sovereign 
power, as a prerequisite for "evacuating” the mass of Jews to Pales¬ 
tine and for setting up the Jewish state on the basis of a Jewish ma¬ 
jority, was his ruling idea. While he was sometimes sympathetic to 
the view that positions of power should be built by Jews in Palestine 
without waiting for such an alliance, he was ready to oppose Jewish 
autonomy if he felt it gave Britain an excuse for not acting directly 
to build the Jewish state. In the interests of the grand alliance that 
would make possible the great evacuation, he was inclined to regard 
as "expendable” any nuclei of sovereignty, as well as of economic or 
social power, that could be built in Palestine by the Jews alone. 19 

The great majority of Zionists, who supported Weizmanns "or¬ 
ganic” Zionism against Jabotinsky’s "monolithic” Zionism, refused 
to define a Zionist Endziel , preferring to build the Jewish national 
home, man by man, farmstead by farmstead, under the increasingly 
modest interpretations of the Balfour Declaration and the Mandate. 20 
It hardly needs demonstrating that they were prepared to modify 
and moderate the Zionist demand for sovereignty, to consider it a 
means as well as an end, and to subordinate it sometimes to other 
national aims. 
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Jabotinskian Zionism was led, in the final analysis, to disparage 
the slow growth of a Zionist community in Palestine as “expendable” 
in the name of a “political offensive” that was to achieve the mass 
evacuation of Jews from Europe. The premise with which organic 
Zionism began was quite the opposite. Weizmann’s Zionism tended 
to regard any particular set of political conditions as nonessential 
for the real immediate aim of Zionism, the aim which could never be 
given less than the most concentrated and the most purposeful at¬ 
tention. That aim was the gradual building up on sound social, 
cultural, and economic foundations of the Jewish settlement in Pales¬ 
tine, against the time when the political future of the country would 
have to be determined. Any formulation of Zionism which could 
possibly halt the growth of the existing community by forcing issues 
such as that of the political sovereignty of the country, any view 
which regarded the existing community and the status it had achieved 
as, in the last analysis, expendable in a dubious struggle to obtain 
better political conditions, was opposed by Weizmann. On the other 
hand, Weizmann, and especially the settlers in Palestine who swung 
to his view, nurtured with great care every seed of autonomy and 
of political organization of the Jewish community itself: its inde¬ 
pendent school system, self-defense corps, institutions of self-govern¬ 
ment, and above all, its network of agricultural settlements . 21 

Thus both the “extremists” and the “moderate” majority among 
Zionists were prepared to regard “sovereignty” as either end or means, 
and, considered as means, as either “expendable” or as “indispensable” 
— depending upon the definition given to the term “sovereignty.” 
The verbal line of division between the “extremists” and the “mod¬ 
erates” was over the question whether the Basle program of the 
World Zionist Organization should or should not be replaced by a 
formal avowal of the aim of a Jewish state. What actually divided 
them, however, was not a verbal but a pragmatic issue, hinging on 
the practical effects of adopting a new formula. 

The Revisionist proposal to stake everything on this redefinition 
logically implied the view that the indispensable means to the Zion¬ 
ist national aim was such a colonial regime in Palestine and such 
policies regarding the Jews everywhere as would make possible a 
rapid mass migration to that country: specifically, a Mandatory policy 
unequivocally directed to this end and implemented by officers sympa¬ 
thetic to it; a world-wide Jewish company endowed with extraordi¬ 
nary powers to control immigration; and a policy in the countries 
whence Jews emigrated favorable to their orderly mass evacuation. 
For the sake of these goals, the indispensable means both to the so- 
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lution of the Jewish problem and to the creation of the Jewish state, 
the Revisionists were prepared to consider expendable the autono¬ 
mous institutions of the Jews in Palestine, and, in the last analysis, 
the community itself. 

The great majority of Zionists, on the other hand, considered that 
the achievement of the Zionist aim — the aim of a Jewish state devoted 
to the solution of the Jewish problem — required as its indispensable 
means the sound establishment and the steady development, the ex¬ 
pansion and extension, of the existing settlement in Palestine: spe¬ 
cifically, the selective immigration of pioneers qualified to establish 
farm settlements and a Jewish working class; the gradual investment 
of capital not in speculative but in productive enterprise; and the 
organic growth of Jewish autonomous economic, political, social and 
cultural institutions. As long as they were given what they thought to 
be acceptable conditions for continued work along these lines, the 
majority of Zionists — however ardently they wished for a firm pro- 
Zionist Mandatory policy — were ready to regard any particular 
form of colonial regime in Palestine as, in the final analysis, expend¬ 
able. 

Just as the Zionist extremists, so the more characteristic form of 
Zionism had a logical relationship to the way in which the Jewish 
problem was perceived and its solution imagined. Indeed, the “or¬ 
ganic” Zionists may be divided into two groups, according to their 
view of the Jewish problem. Some saw the problem as primarily a 
“problem of Judaism.” For them, the question was essentially one 
of finding a new basis of validity for a Jewish culture that had lost 
its religious sanction, and of establishing a new consensus for a 
secularized Jewish people. An autonomous community in Israel spon¬ 
taneously generating a characteristic Jewish culture was regarded 
as an indispensable means for the solution of the Jewish problem so 
conceived. But the idea of creating that community through a process 
of mass evacuation and rapid resettlement was at best irrelevant 
to the cultural end the community had to serve, and at worst antago¬ 
nistic to it, since it was likely that nothing but a new Babel would 
emerge from such a mass migration . 22 

Others among the great majority who favored “organic” Zion¬ 
ism saw “the problem of the Jews,” not “the problem of Judaism,” 
as the main problem to be solved. However, they could not accept 
the view that the proper political conditions were the only indispen¬ 
sable means needed for solving “the problem of the Jews,” while all 
economic, social, and cultural preconditions were mere matters of 
detail. Their dissent arose either from skepticism about the idea of 
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mass evacuation or from opposition to it. Skepticism about a mass 
migration to Palestine as a practical possibility was widespread in 
the period following Herzl’s unsuccessful diplomacy, when the main 
current of Jewish emigration flowed from Europe to countries other 
than Palestine; and it remained strong in the early days of the Man¬ 
date, when Palestine proved unable at first to absorb a large influx. 
At such times the idea took shape of a selective immigration to Pales¬ 
tine, motivated by the Zionist idea, as the indispensable preliminary 
means to lay the groundwork for eventual mass immigration. Only 
after the select community should establish sound social and eco¬ 
nomic, as well as cultural foundations, only through building up its 
own powers of self-government — all this on the basis of whatever 
legal recognition it could obtain — would Zionism be able to claim 
larger political authority, and, in the end, be equipped socially, eco¬ 
nomically, and culturally to solve the “problem of the Jews.” More¬ 
over, when the Revisionists, in the thirties, revived the idea of a 
mass evacuation of Jews through an agreement with Poland, it was 
condemned by their opponents as a proposal to surrender Jewish 
rights to a hostile government . 23 

The political conditions that had been attained under the Man¬ 
date were so much superior to the situation in Palestine before the 
First World War that no matter how they were restricted in appli¬ 
cation there were, at first, great and demanding tasks immediately 
available to challenge enthusiasm — or to solace the bitterness of 
those who had suffered the anti-Jewish ferocity of the postwar days 
in Europe. Then, too, the great mass of migrants continued in the 
early twenties to seek other havens than Palestine; and when the 
United States began to be closed, the path of least resistance still 
led to Canada or South Africa or to South America sooner than it 
led to Palestine. Thus, even when Transjordan was closed to Jewish 
development and when tests of “economic absorptive capacity” were 
imposed upon Jewish labor immigration, the scope for development 
works immediately available in Palestine was still greater than the 
Jews could handle with the immigrant manpower and capital re¬ 
sources at hand. Moreover, if a clear political decision were to be 
challenged, another claimant, the awakening Arab nationalists, bid 
fair to win the award of Palestine rather than the Jews, who were in 
a distinct minority. 

However conditions began gradually but decisively to alter. The 
Jewish need and capacity for developing Palestine began to strain 
against the increasingly restricted legal and political possibilities. 
On the other hand, Arab nationalism and the general development of 
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world affairs began ever more insistently to press the political issue. 

The stream of Jewish immigration in the late twenties and the 
thirties turned overwhelmingly towards Palestine. The omens of this 
change became apparent not long after the First World War in the 
new American immigration acts which foreshadowed a period when 
Jewish emigrants and refugees would find doors closed against them 
in all parts of the world. In the thirties, the era of Hitler, Jewish 
fugitives from Central Europe found in Palestine, before all other 
havens, their major hope of resettlement. And the culmination of 
this growing and spreading crisis came in the Second World War, 
when the Jewish community of Palestine, alone in the entire world, 
was unreservedly ready for anything that might rescue the doomed 
Jews of Europe from methodical extermination and offer them a new 
home. 

With a progression equally rapid and fateful, the trend of world 
politics sharpened the political issues surrounding Palestine to the 
point where final decisions would have to be made. The original 
stimulus that the First World War had given to Arab nationalism 
was succeeded by the far stronger encouragement of the Era of Ap¬ 
peasement, when Arab policy found itself in the position it has 
been able to exploit more or less continuously ever since: it was 
wooed by both sides in a global conflict. In Palestine, the rival claims 
of Zionism spurred Arab nationalism to still greater energy and 
persistence in seeking, while the Arabs still formed a majority, to force 
from the British government final policy decisions on the question 
of sovereignty. 

A specific context channeled the influence of these forces upon 
the ideological positions of the majority of Zionists: they made their 
impact through their effects upon the development of the existing 
community under the Mandatory regime. By successive restrictions, 
the prospects for further growth of the Jewish settlement in Palestine 
were narrowed to the vanishing point. Restrictions began, indeed, 
to be applied from the very beginning of the Mandatory regime, 
and, they were a precipitating cause of the ideological division be¬ 
tween Revisionism and organic Zionism as early as 1925. However, 
in the course of time the majority of Jews, while determined to con¬ 
tinue building and to defer final political decisions as long as possible, 
were nevertheless more and more acutely aware that the scope within 
which they could build was continually contracting — and that final 
political decisions might be upon them before they were prepared. 
These threatening prospects became imminent realities when the 
British government adopted the policy of the 1939 White Paper. In 
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pursuance of the principles of this document, the Zionists were per¬ 
mitted to buy land freely only in 5 per cent of Palestine and that, 
too, in an area where Jews were most thickly settled; after the ad¬ 
mission of a maximum of 75,000 additional Jews over a period of 
five years, Jewish immigration was to cease, unless the Arabs were 
“prepared to acquiesce in it”; and, British policy set itself the objective 
of establishing within ten years an independent “Palestinian” (i.e., 
Arab) state, if conditions permitted. 24 

Moreover, the mounting persecution of Jews in Europe confronted 
the Jewish national home with the imperative demand that, rather 
than continue preparing for the function it was intended to perform 
in solving the “problem of the Jews,” it begin performing that func¬ 
tion. The Evian Conference of 1938 focused a harsh light upon the 
inability and unwillingness of the rest of the world to offer Jewish 
refugees a haven, 25 and every moment in those tense prewar days 
made the need to escape more desperate. The war and the extermina¬ 
tion of the Jews that soon began involved the deepest and most hu¬ 
man passions not only of the Jews but of all of the world in any way 
concerned with the “problem of the Jews.” At the same time the strate¬ 
gies of war reinforced the very calculations which had led Britain 
to issue the White Paper and close Palestine to Jewish refugees. 

Under these pressures, new attitudes developed among various 
Zionist ideological groupings regarding the aim of national sov¬ 
ereignty. Among the majority of Zionists, during the long crisis of 
the Hitler era, there developed the position defined by the Biltmore 
program of 1942, which came to fruition in the proclamation of the 
State of Israel in 1948. 

The Biltmore formula, subsequently adopted in substance by the 
great majority of Jews, Zionist and officially non-Zionist alike, 26 was 
in many ways the kind of definition of the aim of sovereignty long 
demanded by the Revisionists. The Revisionists took it as such, and 
rejoined the World Zionist Organization in 1946, disbanding the 
New Zionist Organization they had formed in 1935. 27 Yet the seem¬ 
ing general acceptance of a Revisionist formula, forced by the trend 
of events in 1942, actually veiled continuing sharp differences among 
the Zionists on the practical attitudes to be taken regarding Jewish 
sovereignty in Palestine after the war. 

The Biltmore program, 28 denouncing the 1939 White Paper in 
Winston Churchill’s words as “a breach and a repudiation of the 
Balfour Declaration,” called for fulfilment of the underlying purpose 
of the Mandate for Palestine. That purpose it declared to be to es- 
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tablish Palestine as a Jewish commonwealth. In order to bring this 
about, however, it made proposals which differed radically from the 
position the Revisionists had originally taken. Far from relying on 
the Mandatory power to create the conditions which would establish 
the Jewish state, the Biltmore conference demanded that full powers 
to achieve this aim be delegated to the Jewish Agency for Palestine. 
The Agency was to be authorized not only “to direct and regu¬ 
late immigration into Palestine,” as the Revisionists, too, had de¬ 
manded, but “to develop to the maximum the agricultural and in¬ 
dustrial possibilities and the natural resources of the country, and 
to utilize its uncultivated and unoccupied lands for Jewish coloniza¬ 
tion and for the benefit of the country as a whole.” In other words, 
all powers for the development of the country were to pass into the 
hands of the autonomous institutions of the Jews, built up over the 
years in Palestine and throughout the world in order to cooperate 
in implementing the Mandate. The mandatary, confidence in whom 
had dwindled to the vanishing point, was to retain only the ultimate 
sanctions of sovereignty for a certain time. When the war ended, 
masses of Jews, whose survival the conference prayed for, would be 
rapidly resettled in Palestine by the Jewish Agency. After a Jewish 
majority had been established in the country, the Jewish common¬ 
wealth would take over the remaining powers still exercised by the 
mandatary. 

Like many another position taken on legal and moral grounds, 
the Biltmore program contained an internal contradiction, for it 
implicitly assumed that reality was opposed to its demands. It was 
obviously out of lack of confidence in the mandatary’s willingness 
to be responsible for turning Palestine into a Jewish commonwealth 
that the Biltmore conference demanded the necessary powers to en¬ 
able the Jewish Agency to do this. Those who drafted this demand 
were not naive enough to suppose that the mandatary, who was 
unwilling to be directly responsible for making Palestine a Jewish 
state, would be easily induced to let the Jewish Agency do it, while 
itself exercising authority in Palestine solely to keep order against 
Arab resistance. They knew too well that, in fact, the set policy of 
Britain was to write off its obligations to the Jews through the White 
Paper and to use its authority to subdue Jewish resistance. Accord¬ 
ingly, a crucial question of tactics arose: how did the Zionists pro¬ 
pose, in practice, to achieve the Biltmore aim? The Biltmore pro¬ 
gram merely defined a “maximum objective” upon which there was 
massive agreement. Under the cover of its general formulas, there 
were ideologically based differences regarding the tactics to be used 
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in accomplishing the Biltmore objectives, or regarding alternative 
“minimum objectives” that might be resorted to. 

Roughly speaking, there was a fourfold division on the question 
of alternatives to the Jewish commonwealth: there were those Zion¬ 
ists who opposed this formula outright, and stood for some kind 
of binational Jewish-Arab state in Palestine; there were those, on the 
other hand, who insisted that not simply Palestine, but Palestine on 
both sides of the Jordan must be established as a Jewish state; there 
were those who on no account would agree to set up the Jewish state 
in anything less than the whole of Palestine west of the Jordan; and 
finally, there were those (and they turned out to be the bulk of the 
Zionists) who were prepared, if it seemed essential on behalf of 
other national aims, to set up the Jewish state in part of Palestine. 
But whatever the ultimate aim regarding the form and extent of 
statehood, each group found itself further perplexed by problems 
concerning the tactics to be adopted in achieving its goal. For none 
of the four variants of the Zionist aim regarding sovereignty was 
likely to be realized if the policy in force at the time went unopposed. 

The idea of a binational Jewish-Arab state had among its sup¬ 
porters many who were inclined to regard Zionism as a solution not 
primarily of “the problem of the Jews” but of the “problem of Ju¬ 
daism.” But the most active binationalist lobbying was occasioned 
by the approach of the political crisis in Palestine, at a time when 
the “problem of the Jews” was rapidly taking the grim shape of the 
Hitler refugee. 29 No Jew in that period could formulate a Zionist 
theory or a solution for the Palestine problem which did not provide 
for the immigration of Jewish refugees to Palestine. How to reverse 
the political trends which were closing the doors of Palestine against 
the refugees became for the binationalists, as well as for all other 
Zionist ideologists, a cardinal question of tactics. 

The binationalist solution was proposed by Zionists who, on 
various ideological grounds, were most sensitive to the need for ob¬ 
taining Arab consent to the form of statehood that should ultimately 
be established in Palestine. For some the reason was the kind of re¬ 
ligious pacifism, for others the kind of socialist internationalism that 
gave them their basic ideological orientations. In either case, an acute 
tactical problem arose. For, however much they might castigate 
other Zionists for insufficient efforts to seek agreement with the 
Arabs, the Zionist binationalists knew that their own best efforts 
were not likely to secure Arab agreement to a binationalist state in 
Palestine, or to any further Jewish immigration. 30 The socialists sought 
an ideological escape from the dilemma in their hope for the ulti- 
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mate emergence of socialist governments in Europe and for a social¬ 
ist overturn in the Middle East which would bring to power new 
forces amenable to a binationalist solution. In the meantime, they op¬ 
posed the Biltmore program, as well as the implied alternative of 
partition, which would introduce a political division between Jews 
and Arabs as a final solution of the Palestine problem. 31 The religious 
pacifists looked to enlightened public opinion in Britain and the civil¬ 
ized world at large with similar hopes. They proposed, in the end, 
that, with the support of such a consensus, Britain should impose 
a just solution of the Palestine problem upon both Jews and Arabs. 
Such a solution, they thought, should establish a binational state 
with certain guarantees of continued Jewish immigration. 32 

At the opposite extreme were the Revisionists, who had never 
believed that Jewish policy could expect to obtain Arab consent until 
after the Jewish state was established. 33 Despite a vague tendency 
to be satisfied with the Biltmore program — which ultimately led 
some Revisionists to leave their own organization — the Revisionists 
as a body continued to differ with other Zionists in their demand for 
a Jewish state extending over both sides of the Jordan. Moreover, 
the official Revisionist organization was under pressure from more 
extreme groups. For, during the critical decade preceding the rise 
of the Jewish state in 1948, the loosely connected paramilitary Irgun 
Tsvai Leumi * pursued objectives and adopted tactics of its own to 
which the official Revisionist movement had to adjust ideologically. 

The Revisionist tradition laid great emphasis upon a political 
and diplomatic “offensive” in favor of Jewish demands in Palestine. 
The Revisionists, like other Zionists, urged then claims on the legal 
basis of the Balfour Declaration and the Mandate, and made their 
appeal to the conscience of the global community, particularly of 
the Western Allies. While arguing the same case before the same 
tribunal, the Revisionists — and particularly some of their associated 
groups — conducted their own propaganda independently of and 
even in opposition to that of the Zionist organization. 34 One Revision¬ 
ist offshoot, the Fighters for Israel’s Freedom or “Stern Group”, lost 
hope in the West and, following an example set by Jabotinsky, was 
ready to try alternative alliances. Some of its leaders did not hesi¬ 
tate to seek ties with an Axis partner, Fascist Italy, during the war, 
and after the war s close some leaned toward a working arrangement 
with the Soviet Union. 35 

* Irgun Ts’vai Leumi (“National Military Organization”): founded in 1937 
by a group of leaders of the Zionist Revisionists and of their autonomous youth 
movement. 
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But major emphasis was also laid by the Revisionists, and par¬ 
ticularly by their splinter groups, on a new tactic of armed resistance 
to British policy. They initiated a campaign of terrorism with the 
avowed aim of undermining British rule and forcing the mandatary 
to abandon Palestine. 36 There was no lack of ideology to justify and 
rationalize the choice of these tactics; but in addition they had be¬ 
hind them the force of powerful emotional needs which were wide¬ 
spread in the Jewish community in Palestine and throughout the 
world. The resistance of Revisionist-inspired guerillas to Britain dif¬ 
fered from the tactics of resistance adopted by the Hagana,* in giving 
direct and uninhibited expression to these deep passions. The ter¬ 
rorists justified their tactics by rational arguments claiming to prove 
that they were the only effective way to secure Jewish national aims 
in Palestine. 37 But they served another, primary purpose in venting 
national resentment and rage. Thus, Revisionists advocated retalia¬ 
tion instead of strict self-defense in 1936-1939 as a more effective way 
to stop Arab attacks upon the Jews. But the isolated bombings car¬ 
ried out in Arab areas by Revisionist splinter groups succeeded above 
all in satisfying an incompletely suppressed Jewish desire for re¬ 
venge. The Revisionist campaign to smuggle Jewish refugees into 
Palestine, to the extent it was effective, saved Jewish lives. It also re¬ 
sponded to a deep human need of the community to do something 
to help its martyred brethren and to defy the British blockade 
against those who could escape from Europe. The terrorists’ cam¬ 
paign against the British Mandate undoubtedly degenerated on 
occasion into a simple vendetta between the opposed Jewish and 
British forces, and it paid little heed to the balance of loss and gain 
to the Jewish cause from particular actions. But it satisfied a deep- 
seated desire of the community to assault and humiliate the authors 
of the White Paper, because of whom Jewish refugees and the Jew¬ 
ish community in Palestine were subjected to the most violent and 
unforgivable assault and humiliation. 

The great majority of Zionists could not accept the ideological 
premises or the tactical conclusions of either of the two extremes. 
The attitude of some binationalists, who wished to defer final politi¬ 
cal decisions on Palestine until a socialist overturn brought about 
governments in Europe and the Middle East with whom an Arab- 
Jewish agreement on Palestine would be possible, was rendered 
meaningless by events. The anticipated end of the war confronted 
Zionists with the very moment of decision and it was pointless to 

* Hagana (“Defense”): the semisecret militia of the Jewish community in 
Palestine under the Mandate. 
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wait any longer. Other binationalists, as we have noted, proposed 
that Britain and the world community impose on both Jews and 
Arabs a binational solution of the kind which, in the opinion of these 
spokesmen, they should have agreed to voluntarily, if they had been 
reasonable men. But neither Britain nor the world community showed 
much inclination to impose a solution which would be opposed by both 
instead of only one of the claimants to sovereignty in Palestine. Be¬ 
sides, it showed singularly little appreciation of the nationalist frame 
of mind to suggest to Zionists that they should fight for a policy that 
would deprive the Jews of their right to determine their own destiny. 
No ideology which had originated in the idea and myth image of auto- 
Emancipation, as did Zionism, could conceivably — except in ulti¬ 
mate defeat — struggle to have outsiders decide its fate in disregard 
of its own will. 

As to the tactics of terror and the ideological rationalizations by 
which Revisionist splinter groups supported them, the bulk of 
Jewish community in Palestine was also opposed to these in spite 
of the emotions to which they could appeal. The basic assumption 
upon which most Zionists in Palestine tended to decide questions 
of ideology and tactics was that the existing community, its chance 
to grow, and the strength it had already achieved were not expend¬ 
able — least of all, after the extermination of six million Jews in 
Europe —but were the indispensable means to the realization of 
all Jewish national aims. The community could not be persuaded 
to expose these fundamental assets to destruction for no more than 
irrational gratification; certainly not so long as it had other hope of 
success. 

But, on the other hand, as early as 1932 so representative a 
figure as the brilliant young Labor Zionist leader, Hayim Arlosoroff 
(1899-1933), concluded from his chillingly cogent analysis of Zion¬ 
ist prospects that the Jewish national aim could no longer conceiv¬ 
ably be accomplished by a gradual “evolutionary” or “organic” pro¬ 
gression from stage to stage. 38 The moment soon would come, if it 
had not already done so, when the community must do something 
more than conserve and build up its strength. It would soon have to 
risk its strength, to throw it into the balance, in order to force a new 
political conjuncture that would make possible the achievement of 
the Jewish national aims. 

This conclusion was reached by many Zionists in the thirties and 
became inescapable for many more after the White Paper of 1939. 
Yet the extent and the forms of resistance to British policy were care¬ 
fully considered by the leaders to whom most Zionists gave their 
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confidence. Their calculation of gains and losses was based on the 
assumption that the existing community in Palestine was the one in¬ 
dispensable asset and element of strength possessed by the Zionist 
movement. Moreover, while the “activist” campaign of physical re¬ 
sistance to British policy was, of necessity, conducted by an illegal 
organization, its tactics had to be compatible with the principles on 
which the official Zionist leadership was conducting a legal and 
political campaign for Jewish national aims. Thus, the Hagana did 
not announce an all-out campaign to drive the British out but en¬ 
gaged in acts of armed resistance primarily in order to circumvent or 
to sabotage the blockade against Jewish refugees. This blockade the 
Zionist leadership had publicly repudiated as essentially illegal, and 
contrary to the basic purposes of the Mandate itself —■ an attitude in 
which the Zionist movement could claim the support of the Perma¬ 
nent Mandates Commission and the sympathy of large segments of 
international public opinion. The occasion for defining this complex 
position in a programmatic form arose with the Second World War. 
The Jewish community in Palestine at once claimed its place as a 
national entity on the side of Britain and her Allies, for the Jews had 
been singled out by the Nazis as their chief enemy and foremost 
victim. In this connection David Ben-Gurion formulated the official 
Zionist policy of fighting the White Paper as though there were no 
war, and fighting the war as though there were no White Paper. 39 

In establishing these limits for “activism,” the majority of Zion¬ 
ists, as we have noted, rejected the idea of seeking to overthrow 
British rule directly by an armed uprising. The movement relied on 
efforts of persuasion and of pressure, legal, political, and moral, to 
determine the final political destiny of Palestine in a form favorable 
to Zionist aims. The position the Zionists defended in the Biltmore 
program was that of the Balfour Declaration which, they contended, 
had not only been finally repudiated by the White Paper but had 
been continually whittled down and disregarded from the moment 
British officials began to administer Palestine. They asked, then, for 
the reassertion of the Balfour Declaration in its full and original sig¬ 
nificance, for the explicit determination that Palestine was to be es¬ 
tablished as a Jewish commonwealth, and for the delegation of full 
powers to the Jewish Agency to establish a Jewish majority in the 
country in order to give substance to such an adjudication. 

We have noted the implicit contradiction involved in demanding 
that Britain yield powers to the Jews to carry out a program for 
which it was determined not to be responsible. Another contradiction 
was implicit in demanding, on the basis of the Balfour Declaration, 
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that an area named “Palestine” be established as a Jewish common¬ 
wealth. What was referred to as “Palestine” in the Biltmore program 
did not include the whole area to which the Balfour Declaration was 
originally intended to apply. It included only Palestine west of the 
Jordan, for in 1922 the Zionist movement had felt forced to acquiesce 
in Winston Churchill’s decision to set up Transjordan as a separate 
amirate and “postpone or withhold” the application of the Jewish 
national home clauses to “the territories lying between the Jordan and 
the eastern boundary of Palestine. . . .” 40 Moreover, the possibility 
that a Jewish state might have to be established in only part of the 
remainder of Palestine, west of the Jordan, was undoubtedly present 
in the minds of those who framed the Biltmore program. The 
Twentieth Zionist Congress, in a resolution concerning the Royal 
Commission Report of 1937, expressed the same contradiction quite 
explicitly. In one paragraph it took note of the finding of the Pales¬ 
tine Royal Commission “that the field in which the Jewish National 
Home was to be established was understood, at the time of the Bal¬ 
four Declaration, to be the whole of historic Palestine, including 
Trans-Jordan.” In another paragraph it empowered the Executive 
to negotiate with Britain in order to explore the possibilities of secur¬ 
ing a more favorable partition of Palestine west of the Jordan than 
the one proposed by the Royal Commission. 41 When the Biltmore 
program now declared for the establishment of “Palestine” as a Jew¬ 
ish commonwealth, it was an implicit assertion that Transjordan 
should not have been excluded from the scope of Jewish develop¬ 
ment; for the Balfour Declaration had committed Britain to “view 
with favour” and “facilitate” the establishment of the Jewish national 
home in the whole of Palestine, not in part of it. It was, above all, 
an intimation that the Zionist movement would contest the legal 
validity of any attempt to restrict still further the area of the Jewish 
commonwealth and confine it to only a part of Western Palestine, 
rather than all of it. 

But the original acquiescence in the closing off of Transjordan 
had been forced by practical considerations, rather than by the per¬ 
suasiveness of the legal grounds upon which it might be based. In 
the same way, in 1942, the Zionists knew very well that practical 
and political considerations rather than legalities would probably 
determine whether the Jewish commonwealth would be reconstituted 
in all or in part of Western Palestine, or indeed whether it would 
be reconstituted at all. The Biltmore program based itself on practi¬ 
cal grounds rather than on an interpretation of the original intent of 
the Balfour Declaration when it refrained from raising an issue con- 
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cerning Transjordan. But by asserting the right to reconstitute all of 
Western Palestine as a Jewish commonwealth, it was asserting a legal 
rather than a practical political claim. For such a claim could only 
be practical if Britain, or some other mandatary, were prepared to 
keep order for the period until a Jewish majority could be established 
in the whole area. Neither Britain nor any other mandatary was 
available for this purpose; and events pressed for a speedy and final 
determination of the form of statehood to be established in Pales¬ 
tine. 

Foreseeing the inevitability of such a moment of decision, Hayim 
Arlosoroff in the thirties had regretfully rejected the idea of a par¬ 
tition as the means for establishing an independent Jewish polity in 
Palestine. 42 If Palestine were to be partitioned, only those parts of it 
where Jews formed a majority would become available for establish¬ 
ing a Jewish state. Surveying conditions in 1932, Arlosoroff found that 
the areas of Jewish settlement and concentration were too scattered 
and too small to form a strategically and economically viable state, 
or one capable of absorbing the mass immigration that alone could 
solve “the problem of the Jews.” In the years that followed, it became 
increasingly obvious that the issue of sovereignty was imminent and 
that Jews would be able to claim only what they effectively occupied. 
Zionist colonization policy during that time was clearly directed, 
among other objectives, to staking out a claim to an area that would 
be viable in the event of partition, and filling out as far as possible 
the discontinuities of Jewish settlement in that part of Palestine where 
Jews could hope to prove a majority. 43 

By 1942, an area of Jewish settlement that was at least conceivable 
as a viable state had begun to take shape. Partition was now a 
defensible if not a desirable alternative to the nominal goal of the 
Biltmore program. To some of the leading architects of that program, 
it began to seem increasingly important to take the bull by the horns 
and choose partition rather than continuation of the Mandate as the 
policy of Zionism. After the Labor Party came to power in Britain 
and instead of revoking the White Paper policy adopted it, in es¬ 
sence, as its own, this mood became the dominant mood in the Zion¬ 
ist movement. 

The problem of Palestine and the form of its future government 
was referred to the international community by Britain under the 
pressure of resistance in the country and of refugee smuggling into 
the country that followed the war. The United Nations, in the Second 
Session of the General Assembly on November 29, 1947, resolved 
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on the partition of Palestine, the establishment of territorially inter¬ 
locking Jewish and Arab states — joined together, moreover, in eco¬ 
nomic union — and the establishment of an internationalized area in¬ 
cluding Jerusalem. 

Thus, recognition of the aim of Jewish sovereignty, although over 
a sharply reduced area in Palestine and under very unusual conditions, 
was achieved by means of a moral and legal appeal to the international 
community. The outlines of the Jewish state allocated in the partition 
of Palestine were defined in accordance with the area of effective 
settlement by Jews, supplemented by a reserve of wasteland in the 
Negev which was effectively settled by neither Jews nor Arabs. In 
this way, the program of “organic Zionism” was, after a fashion, vindi¬ 
cated. 

On the other hand, it was not through the tactics of “organic 
Zionism” that, in the moment of decision, the British determination 
to impose the White Paper policy was undermined so that the issue 
was submitted to the UN. The tactics of “activism” on the one hand 
and “terrorism” on the other set the stage for this development. 
The former undoubtedly differed from the latter in a significant re¬ 
spect—for, unlike the terrorist groups, the activists refused to stake 
the existence of the whole community on outright rebellion, but 
used controlled violence chiefly against the immigrant blockade. 
Yet the time came when they too had to risk everything in the fight 
for sovereignty. For the international judgment in favor of partition¬ 
ing Palestine was not fated to be smoothly carried out —nor even 
to be enforced at all by the international community. The Palestinian 
Arabs and the Arab nations, by violence, and the British, by passive 
resistance, threatened to thwart its realization. And in the face of 
this determined opposition, the UN, under the lead of Washington, 
seemed inclined to back down and abandon its own decision. In 
these circumstances, Israel was proclaimed an independent state on 
the eve of the British evacuation and was plunged immediately into 
a desperate war for its very life. 44 

The proclamation of the State of Israel at once placed the princi¬ 
ple of sovereignty in quite a different perspective from the peculiarly 
ambiguous situation of Zionist doctrine before that time. Sovereignty 
now became for the Israelis, as for all other peoples on their own 
land, the jealously guarded natural right to determine their national 
destiny and defend their territorial integrity. The fact that Israel 
was born under the fire of armed foes and that the international 
community abandoned it, in the Israeli view, to its own defenses, 
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made even more fierce the insistence of Israelis on their prerogatives 
of sovereignty. 

At the same time, the special conditions under which Israel was 
created and continued to exist caused somewhat different views of 
some aspects of Israel's sovereignty to find support in the international 
community. Israel itself gave symbolic recognition to the unusual 
relationship of the international community to the new state, by 
proclaiming in its Declaration of Independence that, in establishing 
human rights and fundamental freedoms in its constitutional struc¬ 
ture, it would carry out the injunction laid upon it by the UN Partition 
Resolution. But other instances in which international or foreign 
interests claimed to be legitimately concerned with Israel's exercise 
of sovereign rights were not so cordially received, as we shall see. 

It scarcely needs noting that this was the case in regard to the 
stubborn attitude of the Arab nations, who persisted in denying 
Israel's sovereign existence and did everything within their power 
to undermine it or to block its international acceptance. Apart from 
this, however, Israel's relations with her Arab neighbors were gov¬ 
erned after 1949 by Armistice Agreements and were affected by UN 
resolutions in which a number of UN bodies were involved. On 
numerous issues, these bodies felt entitled to delay or bar actions, 
particularly in demilitarized zones within Israeli territory, which are 
normally the sovereign right of nations and which Israel felt to be 
legitimate under the terms of the Armistice Agreements. Moreover, 
in attempting to conciliate the Arab-Jewish dispute, UN officers — 
or even foreign powers indirectly concerned — felt entitled to pro¬ 
pose to Israel particular policies in a way which showed no great 
respect for the country's sovereignty. Since Israel, from the day of 
its birth, has been heavily dependent on foreign aid and investment 
as well as on international good will, it has been possible for those 
who could influence the sources of such support to exert sharp pres¬ 
sure. This, in fact, was repeatedly done to induce Israel to make 
concessions of various kinds on behalf of Arab refugees, and to try 
to extract from Israel other gestures — the unilateral cession of terri¬ 
tory or even the restriction of Jewish immigration — which it was pre¬ 
sumed might bring about a more peaceable attitude in the Arab 
states. 

Under such pressures, the response of Israel has been, as might 
be anticipated, to make its free exercise of sovereignty a point of 
honor. Even though it yielded from time to time on certain matters 
— particularly on questions where differences regarding the interpre- 
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tation of its treaty or other international obligations were involved, 
or where humanitarian issues arose — it stood adamant against all 
concessions of territory or of internal policy affecting its security and 
strategic position. At the same time, the Israelis were acutely aware 
that they had won in warfare sovereignty over a greater area than 
they effectively occupied by peaceful civilian development. The ques¬ 
tion of immigration thus became pressing; and in connection with 
that question, echoes of old ideological positions regarding sovereignty 
as both end and means continued to be heard. The formal sovereignty 
won by Israel left a more substantial and secure sovereignty as an 
end still to be achieved by means of mass immigration and the colo¬ 
nization of waste and border areas. On the other hand, by means 
of Israel’s established formal sovereignty it now became possible 
to undertake the national aim of mass migration to the homeland and, 
it might be hoped, bring about the definitive solution of “the problem 
of the Jews.” 

The extermination of six million Jews in Europe and the creation 
of the Jewish state in war and not in peace set the terms in which 
the Israeli public defined its attitude anew to “the problem of the 
Jews” and the role of the new state in solving it. Old Zionists or refu¬ 
gees who escaped the slaughter in Poland and Germany by settling 
in Palestine took what had happened in their old homes, the total 
destruction which hardly anyone had believed in before it took place, 
as conclusive evidence that “it could happen” anywhere, no matter 
how apparently secure the Jewish position. The rapid removal of 
every possible Jew from all possible countries to Israel seemed to 
them the urgent demand of the time. The needs of Israel itself, the 
defense of its sovereignty and rapid strengthening of its economy, also 
required that the waste places be settled, that the population be ex¬ 
panded, and that the immigration include not only penniless refugees 
from concentration camps or from “backward countries” but the skill, 
capital, and manpower of the Jewry of the West. 

Thus, for the national aim of achieving Israel’s sovereignty in the 
fullest sense, the mass migration from all corners of the Jewish world 
was regarded as an essential means. But even more, the Israeli pub¬ 
lic profoundly felt, was it essential for the Diaspora Jews themselves. 
The time had come to “liquidate” the Jewish Diaspora, to commence 
the ingathering of the exiles — to employ the sovereignty of Israel 
as the means for the great purpose in whose name it had been won: 
for the final solution of “the problem of the Jews”; or the Jewish prob¬ 
lem tout court. 

So it was that Israel’s Declaration of Independence, after a pre- 
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amble which stressed in paragraph after paragraph the right and the 
need of Jews in the Diaspora to return to Palestine, proclaimed: “The 
State of Israel will be open to the immigration of Jews from all coun¬ 
tries of their dispersion.” 45 So, also, among the first of its fundamental 
laws, Israel enacted the Law of the Return and the Nationality Law. 46 
These remarkable enactments gave every Jew, wherever he lived, 
the unquestioned right to enter Israel as an immigrant and become, 
immediately upon entry, an Israeli citizen. In the triumphant con¬ 
quest of its sovereignty, Israel gave symbolic expression to what 
remained its characteristic and peculiar Zionist aim. It made its 
hard-won sovereignty subordinate to a higher national aim: to the 
solution of the Jewish problem. 




Part Two 


ZIONISM AND WORLD JEWRY 




3 THE RISE AND RECEPTION OF 
ZIONISM IN THE NINETEENTH 
CENTURY 

The political ideas expressed by the concepts "national home” or 
"Jewish commonwealth” were neither uniformly nor unequivocally 
defined, even if we had no more to consider than Zionist theory it¬ 
self. They were used as slogans in a political contest; and, in the 
struggle for advantage, each rival ideologist sought to appropriate 
the same popular conceptions by introducing his own shades of in¬ 
terpretation into them. But when opposing theorists engage in such 
dialectic, each is forced, at least, to take account of the others usage; 
and he may have to modify his own so that it can be rationally de¬ 
fended against the others, or effectively counteract its emotional 
appeal. 1 

Moreover, the Zionist debate was not conducted in a closed circle. 
The public whose conversion was desired was the whole Jewish 
public. Consequently, although the "Jewish national home” and the 
"Jewish state” were terms invented and advocated by the Zionists 
alone, they were not free to formulate those ideas as they saw fit, 
without regard for the understanding of their concepts and the re¬ 
actions to them among other Jews. The influence of Jewish non-Zion¬ 
ist and anti-Zionist ideas and attitudes must be understood in a his¬ 
torical-sociological analysis of Zionist political ideas. 

Such influences to which Zionist theories responded were both 
traditional and contemporary. The Zionist conception of the Jewish 
homeland in Palestine always had overtones recalling traditional 
conceptions of Zion. As we shall see later, in these reminiscences of 
ancient symbols Zionism perceived itself as a rebellion against tra¬ 
dition quite as much as a continuation of it. Zionism also had to de¬ 
fine and redefine its ideas and continually elaborate its mythic sym¬ 
bols in response to the rival opinions of its contemporaries. A con¬ 
stant dialectical development was required in order to oppose the 
anti-Zionists more effectively or find a suitable basis for compromise 
with the non-Zionists in the community. 
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These necessities were, perhaps, more pressing for Zionism than 
for other nationalist movements. As noted earlier, nationalism ordi¬ 
narily develops in countries ruled by foreigners. The initiation of the 
movement by rebellious intellectuals, consequently, meets a ready 
response among the mass of the people; for they, too, are kept in 
constant, though latent, rebelliousness by a subjection never conse¬ 
crated by including the rulers in a common social consensus. Just 
as any idea rapidly takes on overtones of meaning reflecting the ex¬ 
perience of those to whom it is effectively communicated, so the 
ideologies of the nationalist elite, when communicated to a responsive 
mass, soon absorb the experiences and impulses, the frustrations and 
resentments, to which the mass is sensitive. In this way nationalism 
establishes itself as a new focus of social consensus for the subject 
people — an active consensus, which in many cases did not exist be¬ 
fore, and which now fuses together the ideologies of the elite with the 
myth images of the mass in a single historic force and purpose. 

Jewish nationalism, however, could not simply arouse a subject 
people against its oppressors. The Jewish situation was not that of 
a people oppressed in its own country by a foreign garrison and ad¬ 
ministration, or by landlords and nobles who had imposed their rule 
after conquest. The latent impulse of the mass of Jews in extremity 
was not to rebel —but to take flight, to emigrate. For the oppressors 
of the Jews were either the autochthonous majority of the land, or 
foreign rulers who enjoyed the support of the majority in their anti- 
Jewish policies. Consequently, while the emotional mood of Zionist 
rebellion might be echoed in some of the myth images of the Jewish 
mass, the positive Zionist proposals could not arouse such a concerted 
impulse as would establish an unquestioned consensus. In fact, 
Zionism aroused debate perhaps quite as much as it created a con¬ 
sensus. 

Moreover, the Jews did not need to wait for Zionism to create an 
active consensus among them. The Jewish tradition, for one thing, 
was never reduced to a mass of mythic material, as happened to the 
traditions of many subjugated peoples; it always defined a clear 
historical (or transhistorical) purpose and exercised a decided his¬ 
torical force. 2 Even if the tradition was a strictly conservative force 
among its most orthodox adherents, there was always an active rather 
than passive consensus among Jews, a purpose in history imposing a 
definite discipline upon Jewish attitudes and a definite direction upon 
Jewish impulses. In its relation to both Jewish tradition and the 
Jewish mass, then, Zionism was not called upon to activate a latent 
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historic impulse. It had, instead, to overcome Jewish history and 
impose a new pattern upon the Jewish consensus. 

Nationalist movements usually prefer to regard themselves not 
as historic innovations, but as movements for the revival of a national 
culture and the restoration of national sovereignty. Even when it is 
obvious that in actuality they have relatively insignificant ties to 
tradition, nationalists may seek to reconstruct bonds with the past, 
however great the effort of imagination and propaganda required to 
make them seem plausible. The attempted revival of Gaelic in Eire, 
the insistence on Gothic rather than Roman type faces during periods 
of nationalist enthusiasm in Germany, and the concerted drive for the 
adoption of Hebraic cognomens in newborn Israel are extreme and, 
perhaps, trivial examples. But the same tendency also manifests itself 
in territorial disputes based on the assertion of historic rights. 

The attempt to reconstruct a tradition is facilitated in some ways 
by the decline of culture among suppressed and, particularly, de¬ 
graded peoples. In such cases there may be no significant historical 
conceptions already established in the popular consensus which 
nationalism must seek to overcome in order to dominate. The national¬ 
ists frequently appeal simply for the revival of a culture that had 
fallen into oblivion or declined to the level of archaism or dialect; 
they strive to restore a sovereignty that had faded to a pale and in¬ 
effectual memory. The main opposition with which these ideologists 
have to contend is often the resistance of popular lethargy. 

In this respect the problem Zionism faced from its very birth was 
quite different. Before Zionism arose there were already two distinct 
and well-established ideological positions, which we may call the 
ideologies of Western modernism and of Eastern traditionalism. For 
each of these ideologies, Jewish culture and Jewish sovereignty — 
which became the central concerns of Zionism — were significant 
problems, and each, in its historical development, had manifested a 
characteristic attitude toward those ideas. So, when Zionism under¬ 
took to revive a Jewish culture and restore Jewish sovereignty, it had 
not only popular lethargy to contend with. In its effort to implant 
its own attitudes in the popular consensus, it had to oppose other 
attitudes toward Jewish culture and Jewish sovereignty that had 
already more or less firmly taken root. 

The position which Zionism eventually established in relation 
to its ideological opponents was not quite the same among Western 
and Eastern Jews. Certain rough distinctions are immediately obvious. 

First, in the East the idea that the “problem of the Jews” must 
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be treated as a national problem became dominant, and ideological 
issues between Zionists and anti-Zionists developed within a broad 
consensus on this point. In the West, whether or not the Jewish 
problem was a national problem remained an ideological issue be¬ 
tween Zionists and non- and anti-Zionists. 

The second distinction is a corollary of the first. In all countries, 
the characteristic Zionist attitude toward the “problem of Judaism” 
implied a return to the cultural situation characteristic of the East 
and a repudiation of the cultural trend of the West, which in the 
Zionist view had departed too far from the ethnic tradition. 

Thirdly, in the West, Zionists and their opponents, who were 
divided over the national character of the problems “of the Jews” 
and “of Judaism,” could unite in their practical concern for the settle¬ 
ment in Palestine. In the East, the latter was the bone of contention. 

For a more accurate understanding of these differences and of the 
situations that produced them, we must consider, first, the circum¬ 
stances under which Zionism emerged as an historic force. 

i 

The familiar division between Eastern and Western Jewries did 
not exist before the movement to emancipate the Jews in the late 
eighteenth century. Those whom we have learned to call Western 
Jews since that time are the Jewish communities that were effectively 
emancipated. Such communities, to the west of the Oder, adjusted 
their institutions to a status of civic equality. Their culture and cus¬ 
toms responded to all the trends of general European culture since 
the Enlightenment. On the other hand, the title of “Eastern European 
Jewry”, while superficially denoting the Jews south of Vienna and east 
of Prague, Breslau, and Koenigsberg, refers essentially to communi¬ 
ties that were never effectively emancipated in the nineteenth 
century. 3 

Zionism arose as a historic force in response to the situation 
characteristic not of Western but of Eastern Jewry. In ideological 
terms, it was a reaction against the Emancipation, a denial of it as 
a rational solution of the Jewish problem. 

Before this historic reaction, ideas subsequently crystallized by 
Zionism were not unknown. The doctrine of the emancipation of the 
Jews involved the view that their earlier status of subjection was no 
longer permissible; consequently, a “Jewish problem” existed. Given 
the existence of this problem, it was logically possible to seek a solu¬ 
tion for it in two different ways: by granting the Jews a new status 
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of equality either individually, as citizens of the countries where they 
lived, or collectively, as a modern nationality. The first to consider the 
latter possibility seriously, once the emancipation of the Jews began 
to be discussed in Western Europe, were not Jews but Gentiles. 

That the Jews were a “nation” and not merely a “church” like 
other churches and that consequently their enfranchisement presented 
a particularly difficult problem was felt, among others, by ardent ad¬ 
vocates of Emancipation like Abbe Henri Gregoire. 4 However, this 
view was far more likely to be stressed by opponents of the Jews, 
who did not wish them admitted to civic equality, for in their case 
it served a polemical purpose. 5 In the climate of opinion created by 
the French Revolution, it was common ground, accepted by every 
enlightened person, that a democratic nation, constituting itself anew, 
must respect the principle that all its members were equally en¬ 
dowed with the rights of man. Moreover, through the separation of 
church and state, religious differences were eliminated as obstacles 
to equal citizenship. On the other hand, it was also a valid position 
for all sides in the debate that an alien could be excluded from the 
rights of citizenship in a state where he happened to live, since he 
ought properly to exercise those rights in the nation to which he 
really belonged. Thus, if “church” was really equivalent to “nation” 
in the case of the Jews, there was a defensible case for denying them 
citizenship in France or in the Batavian Republic. 

It was on this point that the Jews saw their advocates and oppo¬ 
nents divide. The former urged that Jews be admitted to full citizen¬ 
ship in the countries where they lived; the latter argued, in effect, that 
through their long history as a distinct nation the Jews had already 
chosen to exclude themselves from the bodies politic of the lands in 
which they lived. As a practical conclusion from this, it was some¬ 
times proposed to settle the Jews apart from the Gentiles as colonists 
in thinly populated, underdeveloped areas in France, Austria-Hung¬ 
ary, or Southern Russia. It was also suggested on occasion that it 
would be best for the Jews to be emancipated not as individual citi¬ 
zens in European countries, but as a people in Palestine. 6 Such ideas 
of segregation and resettlement, put forward somewhat tentatively 
or even simply for polemical effect in the discussions arising directly 
in the wake of the French Revolution and its Napoleonic expansion, 
crystallized into seriously elaborated proposals among Russian and, 
to a degree, among Polish revolutionaries 7 in succeeding decades. 

The movement for emancipation and the ensuing debates caught 
the Jews of Europe unprepared. In their initial reaction, the Jews 
did not universally welcome the release from the old regime which 
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was held out to them by the new. Within the familiar old restrictions 
they had built up institutions securing their traditions, and the un¬ 
certain benefits of the new regime left one thing quite certain: that 
much held dear by traditional Jews would have to go by the board in 
order that they might be emancipated. 8 But as the debate among the 
Gentiles unfolded, the actual alternatives open to the Jews became 
clearer. Their old status, including the positive values they had built 
into its framework of restriction and deprival, was no longer a de¬ 
fensible position. The arguments pro and contra the Jews took 
place between the new alternatives — individual enfranchisement or 
collective segregation — formulated in the course of the emancipation 
debate; and it was in these terms that Jews were now called upon 
to defend their own interests as best they could. That they adopted 
the arguments of their defenders rather than of their detractors is 
not surprising; especially since the alternatives to emancipation 
which were proposed — regional colonization or restoration to Zion 
— bore very little semblance of practicability, and merely served in 
fact as a pretext for retaining the disabilities of the old regime. 

Thus it was that, more at first out of compliance with the prevail¬ 
ing climate of opinion than out of such inner conviction as later 
matured in the religious Reform movement 9 — even, indeed, out 
of sheer submission to a peremptory demand such as Napoleon placed 
before the assembly of Jewish notables in 1806 10 — some Jews re¬ 
sponded to the debates on their emancipation by formulating two new 
principles. The Jews, they said, were not a nation but a religious con¬ 
fession like any other — and if they were not yet completely like any 
other church, they would, under freedom, become so. As for the hopes 
of a Messianic Restoration of the Jews, some explained these away 
as symbolical or abstract, and others proposed that the whole theme 
be wiped out of the Jewish liturgy. 11 So, even before Zionism arose, 
Western Jews, hoping to solve the Jewish problem by emancipation, 
formulated views implicitly opposed to Zionism. 

However, throughout the nineteenth century, there were Jews 
as well as Gentiles who suggested solutions for the Jewish problem 
which were akin to Zionism. Even though Emancipation became the 
established basis of the Jewish community in the West, Western 
Jews were not wanting who, like their Gentile contemporaries, 
adopted a critical attitude to liberalism and the Enlightenment as 
a whole, and also to the Jewish Emancipation. From such a point of 
view, it was logical and natural to develop notions which anticipate 
the Zionist ideology in all but one respect: they were not intended to 
supplant but to complement the Emancipation. 12 Because of this 
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difference and, above all, because they gave rise to no movement 
of historic consequence, leading continuously to the establishment of 
Israel, we call them ‘proto-Zionist” rather than “Zionist.” 

Moses Hess conceived his view of a Jewish Zionist mission out 
of the conviction that the liberal, bourgeois, rationalist revolution had 
exhausted its historical function and brought mankind to a dead end. 
The whole world needed for its revival a fresh restatement of eternal 
verities, a religious rebirth, in fact, in which the Jews were called 
upon to play a crucial part: it was their historic mission to give the 
essentially social doctrine of Judaism a new and spontaneous develop¬ 
ment in free and sovereign self-expression in Palestine. 13 

Such proto-Zionist doctrines remained nothing but stimulating 
eccentricities of opinion, favored by Jews more or less “marginal” 
in their relation to the community of Western Jewry. The more repre¬ 
sentative Western Jews were no less aware than the proto-Zionists of 
the setbacks to their dreams of redemption-through-liberalism. They, 
too, were sensitive to the anti-Semitic overtones in the Revolutionary 
and Napoleonic era itself, the reaction of 1815-1830, and the social 
upheavals of 1830 and 1848. But the Jewish emancipation seemed to 
them to be making steady strides, despite temporary retreats. As for 
the perfection of society as a whole, if this were the context of the dis¬ 
cussion, then the Messianic role assigned to Judaism by the proto- 
Zionists was indeed a flattering idea, but the “representative” view 
of Western Jews was that it was a role to be performed in Europe. 
The idea of returning to Palestine in order to be able to live Judaism 
fully and spontaneously might be academically interesting, if it were 
not for the fact, that, in the minds of Western Jews, it was associated 
in a very practical way with the anti-Jewish propaganda of the op¬ 
ponents of emancipation. The Western Jews were still engaged, with 
confidence in their ultimate full success, in realizing their emancipa¬ 
tion. The academic interest they might have in the theories and 
projects of both Jewish and Christian proto-Zionists was consequently 
mixed with disapproval because of the apparent practical effects of 
such discussion. 14 

A decisive historic difference made the Jews of Eastern Europe 
give to Zionism, when it developed among them, a wide and powerful 
response instead of the cool disinterest of the Western Jews. In East¬ 
ern Europe, Zionism arose in the context of an Enlightenment that had 
fallen short of its goal and an Emancipation that had been aborted — 
and of the Jewish problem that was defined by these circumstances. 
For those who had never stirred from the strict tradition, the problem 
was one of crude oppression which confined the Jews to a Pale of Set- 
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tlement too poor and too congested to maintain them. It was the prob¬ 
lem of a constant pressure for emigration, rendered acute by the 
coordinated pogroms that were condoned and abetted by the govern¬ 
ment. For the young and emancipated Jews who shared in the 
Hovevei-Zion movement, it was a more complicated problem. 

The movement to emancipate the Jews, as part of the general 
Enlightenment, never went far enough or advanced steadily enough 
in nineteenth-century Russia to inspire anyone with confidence in 
its prospects. What it did succeed in doing was to raise up a thin layer 
of enlightened young Jews. But this generation, reaching maturity 
around 1860, pinned their faith on the ideal of Emancipation, both on 
the emancipation of their own people and of the Russian peasant, 
only to have their hopes cruelly and decisively disappointed in their 
own lifetimes. The traumatic event that brought this disappointment 
to a head was provided, of course, by the pogroms of the 1880’s. 
What was the emotional reaction of enlightened Jews to this shock 
is illustrated by the diary notes of M. L. Lilienblum (1843-1910): 

May 7, 1881 ... I am glad I have suffered. At least once in my life 
I have had the opportunity of feeling what my ancestors felt every day of 
their lives. Their lives were one long terror, so why should I experience 
nothing of that fright which they felt all their lives? I am their son, their 
sufferings are dear to me and I aspire to their glory. 15 

A similar description of the mood of that time is given in Abraham 
Cahan’s autobiography: 

As a result of the anti-Semitic riots there occurred such scenes as the 
following, for example: In Kiev a group of Jewish students came into a 
synagogue packed with mourning, weeping Jews. One of the group, a 
slender University student named Aleinikoff, got up at the reader’s stand 
and addressed the people in Russian: 

“We are your brothers, we are Jews like you, we regret and repent 
that we considered ourselves Russians and not Jews until now. The events 
of the past weeks — the pogrom in Elisavetgrad, in Balta, here in Kiev, 
and in other cities — have shown us how tragically we were mistaken. Yes, 
we are Jews.” 

It is needless to describe the impression that such words made on the 
community. 16 

The ultimate adjustment to this traumatic moment was not the 
same for all intellectuals, of course. It was a “trauma,” in fact, pri¬ 
marily for those who, since the turn to liberalism in Russia in the 
60’s, had hoped for a solution of the Jewish problem by Enlighten¬ 
ment. Others, younger men, in particular, who first awoke to dog¬ 
matic enthusiasm in the revolutionary movements of the late 70’s, 
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were sometimes too single-minded and too detached from the Jew¬ 
ish community for disillusionment. Some of these continued to fight 
for the revolutionary cause of the Russians, without regard for the 
cost to the Jews. 17 Others, who had seen not only Czarist authori¬ 
ties supporting the pogromists but revolutionaries calculating 
whether it might not be wise to do the same, and sometimes doing so, 
were open, in revulsion, to new ideas. 18 They found in Zionism the 
solution for what they now concluded was the inveterate and unal¬ 
leviated Jewish problem. The personal situation which brought forth 
this new ideology, the crisis of disillusionment with the Enlighten¬ 
ment and Emancipation, was widespread enough so that Dr. Leo 
Pinsker’s call for “auto-Emaneipation” did not remain a mere ec¬ 
centricity but evoked a wide response and consolidated a movement. 19 

In Russia, moreover, as in all of Europe to the east of Germany, 
there had always been a far stronger resistance of traditional Jewry 
to the ideas of the Enlightenment and to the various aspects of partial 
Emancipation than in Western Europe. 20 Thus, when Dr. Pinsker and 
other leaders of the new Hovevei-Zion movement declared Emanci¬ 
pation bankrupt and challenged the Jews to look to their own na¬ 
tional resources for their national redemption, they initiated a rap¬ 
prochement of the Zionist intelligentsia with the traditional leader¬ 
ship of Russian Jewry. 

Moreover, the Zionists could present their movement as an ex¬ 
pression of the powerful urge to emigrate from Russia to lands of 
freedom. The Zionist vision of social redemption, of the end of exile, 
was an echo of the dreams of masses who were on the move. As for 
the “official” leadership, dimly or clearly they sensed this: that in 
leaving Russia for the free West, the immigrants were going to 
lands of dangerous Enlightenment and “assimilation.” The Zionist 
alternative, the prospect of migration to a home both free and Jew¬ 
ish, could not fail to attract them as a possible new safeguard against 
assimilation — though it was still prudent to wait until it became 
clear whether Zionism, too, were not merely a new subversion of 
tradition. 21 

Actually, of course, it turned out that the Hovevei-Zion could not 
divert the stream of migration to any significant extent towards Pales¬ 
tine; and the bridge to tradition had to be built through a long process 
of polemics and strife from the beginning. Yet the Eastern Zionists 
were not listened to with merely academic interest as had been 
Moses Hess. Their underlying assumptions and the problem they 
grasped were, in one form or another, the assumptions of the bulk 
of the people of their time and the problem felt most painfully by 
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all Eastern European Jewry: for the Jewish masses attested by their 
migration that they did not regard Russia as a home or haven for 
them; and the crisis of Jewish tradition as well as the failure of the 
Emancipation and the Enlightenment was everywhere felt. Conse¬ 
quently Zionism for the first time established itself as a recognized 
faction in the community, whose views and activities must, at any 
rate, be taken seriously. 

For all that, no one could safely have prophesied at that time that 
Zionism would last and become historically memorable and effective. 
The Zionists, bred on Western ideas, felt isolated and odd so long 
as they remained a faction virtually restricted to Eastern European 
Jewry, with its basic hostility to every manifestation of Westernism. 
Furthermore, all their efforts to affect the fate of the mass of Jews, 
and the course of their migration, in a tangible way remained fruit¬ 
less, for the stream went Westward, and not to Zion. Then Herzl 
arose and with his bold style and large conceptions made a way 
for Zionism in the West, too, giving the Eastern Zionists a share in 
a national movement of Jews throughout the entire Diaspora. More¬ 
over, he raised the failing spirits of the Hovevei-Zion, by turning their 
efforts from practical colonization, whose limits had been painfully 
encountered in that period, to a new road of international political 
action. To be sure, in a short time this road too came to the end of its 
resources, but in the early days of Herzl, before its contemporary 
limits were plumbed, the new approach rekindled enthusiasm and 
released new energies among the old Zionists — till a new generation 
arose, inspired by its own new vision of a road to Zion through labor, 
and reestablished Zionism’s claim to become historic. 

It remains true that, in his own Western Jewish community, Herzl, 
like Hess, was an essentially “marginal” figure; and if not for the prior 
existence of Eastern Zionism, he could not have achieved his decisive 
contribution towards making Zionism historic. For despite the long- 
drawn-out resistance of partisans of traditional institutions in Germany, 
to name only one example, what determined the situation and the 
character of Western Jewry was that the Enlightenment and the 
Emancipation had established a new cultural and institutional milieu 
in which the Jewish community now lived as of necessity. There was 
no failure of the Emancipation to be established, there was only sharp 
disappointment in the way it had been established: disappointment at 
the stubborn resistance to Jewish rights that was encountered from 
the start, at the “relapses” into anti-Semitism, and at the price which 
the Jews had to pay, in their own cultural confusion and communal 
disorganization, for so grudging a grant of freedom. 
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Such doubts and disturbance were transformed in the case of some 
individuals into a new proto-Zionist or Zionist ideology as a reaction 
to traumatic events. For Hess the Damascus and Mortara cases and 
the excitement of the Franco-Italian attack on the Holy Roman 
Empire, 22 for Herzl the Dreyfus affair set off such a reaction 23 Each 
found a group of sympathetic readers with similar experiences among 
Western Jews. But the community as a whole could not take seriously 
any suggestion to seek a status other than civic emancipation in each 
country as its basis of existence — nor did any Western Zionist, until 
Herzl, forcefully present this position. But by the time Herzl arose 
to deny that the Emancipation was the solution of the Jewish prob¬ 
lem, his Zionist proposals fell into a framework already established 
by the Hovevei-Zion societies that had spread among Jews from their 
origin in Russia. There the patent failure of the Emancipation had 
made Zionism something to be taken seriously by the community, a 
plausible alternative solution for a problem that urgently demanded 
to be solved. 

Because Zionism was taken seriously in the East, Western Jews 
whom it attracted became not merely eccentrics, but adherents of a 
historic cause; and because of the accession of the Westerners, with 
their facilities for action, Zionism developed into something more than 
an episode — it became a historic movement. The Zionist movement 
now faced its first historic task: to convert its own basic views and 
attitudes into a national consensus shared by the entire people whom 
it hoped to revive. In this task, Zionism had to deal with substantially 
different problems in the Western and Eastern Jewish communities. 
It had to deal, first of all, with already well-formed and quite distinct 
attitudes of Western and Eastern Jewries to those ideas which were 
characteristically Zionist —the revival of Jewish culture as a solution 
for the "problem of Judaism” and the restoration of Jewish sovereignty 
in Zion as a solution for the "problem of the Jews.” 

While Jewish culture and Jewish sovereignty were matters of 
cardinal ideological significance for Zionism, they did not necessarily 
have equal importance for Western modernism or Eastern tradi¬ 
tionalism. Before Zionism arose and sharpened these issues, ""Zionist” 
ideas regarding Jewish sovereignty were sometimes voiced both among 
modernists and traditionalists. But Zionism could hardly have arisen 
at all if it had not sensed that, on those matters which it felt to be 
cardinal, the whole weight of the two already existing ideologies 
implied attitudes, nonrational as well as rational, which provoked the 
Zionists to rebellion. For Zionism, like any historic movement, was 
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primarily a revulsion against what it found intolerable in the past. 
In the history of Zionist ideas, therefore, what is important is not the 
full range of the rather elastic views of its predecessors on questions 
Zionism regarded as crucial, but the more rigidly defined descriptions 
of those opposing views formulated by the Zionists themselves. And 
those formulations were molded under the polarizing force of the 
passion with which Zionists reacted to certain ideas, upon which, 
consequently, they demanded that everyone else take a definite, prin¬ 
cipled position. 

When Zionism had confronted its ideological opponents with its 
own polemical descriptions of their views, these sometimes served 
as what a sociologist might call “self-validating definitions.” Under the 
challenge of the fixed Zionist positions on Jewish culture and Jewish 
sovereignty, the modernist and traditionalist rivals of Zionism defined 
their own attitudes in more rigorous opposition — though the positions 
they took did not necessarily coincide point for point with the Zionist 
descriptions of them. Nor did Zionist ideology alone affect its rivals. 
The moods of the Zionist rebellion spread through mythic channels 
and exercised an influence not always parallel with the effect of 
Zionism as an intellectual challenge. 

Our analysis begins, accordingly, with the traditionalist and 
modernist positions on Jewish culture and Jewish sovereignty as the 
Zionists perceived and reacted to them. The Hegelian dialectic pro¬ 
vided the terms by which late nineteenth-century European parties 
liked to describe themselves in relation to their opposing ideologies. 
Zionism, too, regarded traditionalism and modernism as the “thesis” 
and “antithesis” of a Hegelian dialectic, with Zionism itself appearing 
as the “synthesis” of its historic predecessors. That is to say, Zionism 
recapitulated what it conceived to be the valid criticisms of tradition 
by modernism and of modernism by traditionalism. The element by 
which it hoped to transcend both was chiefly the new stress it laid 
on “auto-Emancipation” or, as we prefer to say, on sovereignty — a 
myth image whose conceptual content remained to be defined — as an 
indispensable requirement for the solution of the Jewish problem. 

In the Zionist view, the valid historic contribution of the Western 
modernists had been the insistence that there was a Jewish problem 
that had to be solved rationally. The idea that the Jewish situation 
in the world is a problematic one is, of course, far from a modern 
discovery. According to the traditional view, the Jews are “in Exile,” 
a conception which we today would unhesitatingly label as “ambiva¬ 
lent.” Exile is a penance for which the Jews were singled out 
precisely because they are the “Chosen People.” Hence, it is a sign of 
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divine favor and a trial that must be piously and lovingly accepted. 
But Exile is also a penalty the Jews brought upon themselves and 
continue to suffer “because of our many sins.” Hence, they must 
continually pray to be relieved of it and to be restored to Zion. To 
live in the light of such a conception is certainly to live problemati¬ 
cally; but the problem involved is one which from the outset is 
conceived as beyond rational solution. It is at this point that what we 
have called modernism propounded a new idea: the modernists held 
that the condition of oppression and degradation involved in Exile 
could be and should be overcome by rational measures. This idea 
Zionism accepted and employed in its own criticism of traditionalism. 

The conviction that the Jewish problem urgently demanded rational 
solution brought both modernism and Zionism not only into intellectual 
opposition but also into a sharp emotional antagonism to the tradi¬ 
tionalists. Each expressed its hostility in its own characteristic way. 
But since modernism did not have to take care to distinguish its own 
attitudes from those of Zionism at a time when Zionism had not 
yet arisen, one finds the characteristic form of Zionist hostility to 
traditionalism prefigured by a number of incidental reactions of the 
modernists. 

Moses Mendelssohn (1729-1786), in 1770, was asked by a “man 
of station” for his opinion on what seems to have been a “Zionist” 
plan for solving the Jewish problem. After praising the boldness and 
benevolence of the conception, Mendelssohn remarked: 

The greatest difficulty which seems to me to stand in the way of the 
project is the character of my people [ Nation ]. It is not adequately equipped 
to undertake anything great. 

The pressure under which we have lived for so many centuries has 
deprived our spirit of all vigueur. It is not our fault; but we cannot deny 
that the natural urge to freedom has completely ceased to be active in us. 
It has transformed itself into a monkish virtue and expresses itself in prayer 
and patience, not in action. 24 

A more violent antipathy to the traditional Jewish ethos of suffering 
was expressed by Ferdinand Lassalle (1825-1864). In 1840, when 
Jews in Damascus were put to the torture, young Lassalle, just turned 
sixteen, recorded his reaction in a furious diary entry (Thursday, 
May 21): 

Oh, it is terrible to read, terrible to hear ... A people that permits 
this is horrible, let it take vengeance or accept its [due] treatment . . . 
Even the Christians are amazed ... at our failure to rebel and seek death 
on the field of battle rather than on the rack . . . Cowardly people, you 
deserve no better lot! The trodden worm turns, but you only bow the 
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deeper! You know not . . . how to bury your foes together with your¬ 
selves and how to cut them to bits even in the death throes! You were 
born to be slaves! 25 

Lassalle’s youthful outburst foreshadows the characteristic emo¬ 
tional antagonism of Zionism against what it perceived as the supine¬ 
ness of traditionalism. The expression of this attitude which crystallized 
the Zionist rebellion into a fully formed myth image was H. N. Bialik’s 
(1873-1934) wrathful poem following the Kishineff pogrom of 1903. 

Descend then, to the cellars of the town, 

There where the virginal daughters of thy folk were fouled, 

Where seven heathen flung a woman down, 

The daughter in the presence of her mother, 

The mother in the presence of her daughter, 

Before slaughter, during slaughter, and after slaughter! . . . 

Note also do not fail to note, 

In that dark corner, and behind that cask 

Crouched husbands, bridegrooms, brothers, peering from the cracks, 
Watching the sacred bodies struggling underneath 
The bestial breath, 

Stifled in filth, and swallowing their blood! 

Watching from the darkness and its mesh 
The lecherous rabble portioning for booty 
Their kindred and their flesh! 

Crushed in their shame, they saw it all; 

They did not stir nor move; 

They did not pluck their eyes out; they 
Beat not their brains against the wall! 

Perhaps, perhaps, each watcher had it in his heart to pray: 

A miracle , O Lord , — and spare my skin this day! . . . 

They crawled forth from their holes, they fled to the House of the Lord, 
They offered thanks to Him, the sweet benedictory word. 

The Cohanim sallied forth, to the Rabbi's house they flitted: 

Tell me, O Rabbi, tell, is my own wife permitted? . . . 

Come, now, and I will bring thee to their lairs 
The privies, jakes and pigpens where the heirs 
Of Hasmoneans lay, with trembling knees, 

Concealed and cowering, — the sons of the Maccabees! 

The seed of saints, the scions of the lions! 

Who, crammed by scores in all the sanctuaries of their shame, 

So sanctified My name! 

It was the flight of mice they fled, 

The scurrying of roaches was their flight: 

They died like dogs, and they were dead! 26 

Out of their hostility to the pious, traditionalist acceptance of 
Exile, the Zionists adopted a familiar formula for the intellectual 
repudiation of a rival doctrine. They saw in the traditional conception 
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of a millennial restoration by the Messiah, following the completion 
of the Jewish penance, only a cover for timid inaction — that is, they 
debunked it as mere “ideology.” This view is sharply yet subtly 
expressed in the episode which the contemporary Hebrew writer, 
Hayim Hazaz, entitles “The Sermon.” 

They do nothing, not an effort, nothing at all, just sit and wait . . . 
They invented a Messiah in Heaven, but not as a legend out of the past, as a 
promise for their future. That’s very important, terribly important — and 
they trust in him to come and bring their redemption, while they themselves 
are obliged to do nothing at all and there you have it . . . How can men 
who are by no means simple, who are no fools at all, on the contrary, very 
shrewd men, men with more than a touch of skepticism, men who are 
practical, and maybe even a bit too practical, how can they believe some¬ 
thing like that, a kind of thing like that — and not just believe, but trust 
in it, pin their whole life upon it, the whole substance of their life and 
survival, their national historic fate? . . . And quite seriously, in full 
earnest. For truly they believe with perfect faith . . . The whole thing is 
that they really believe! And yet, and yet, in the secrecy of their heart, 
you know, deep down, in some hidden fold, some geometric point down in 
their hearts — somewhat they don’t believe, just the faintest hint; at any 
rate, that he will come now, at this very moment, that he will come during 
their own lives, in their day, and this, of course, is the core of the matter. . . 
See? . . . This is a Jewish trait, too, a very Jewish trait! to believe with 
perfect faith, with the mad and knowing faith of all the heart and all the 
soul, and yet somewhat not to believe, the least little bit, and to let this 
tiny bit be decisive . . . Redemption is the chief of all their desires, the 
whole substance of their hopes, and yet they have bound themselves, locked 
their hands and feet in chains, and sealed their own doom, guarding and 
observing their own sentence with unimaginable pedantic strictness, not 
to be redeemed forever and ever! . . . What is this? A Weltanschauung? 
Historic wisdom? Or is it perhaps what one dare not hint: simply their own 
fear of redemption? . . . Ye-e-s, such is that wild, enthusiastic, moonlit 
fantasy of theirs . . . the fantasy they need for such practical purposes, 
for their well-understood ends . . . Because they don’t want to be saved! 
. . . That is the deliberate intent of this myth, that is its practical effect, 
consciously or unconsciously, not to be saved, not ever to go back to the 
land of their fathers . 27 

Considered in terms of its logical sources, the Zionist hostility to 
traditionalism derives from the view that the Jewish problem can 
and must be rationally solved, and it expresses a consequent irritation 
with attitudes based on a nonrational view of the problem. But this 
is not the only kind of denunciation of traditionalism to which the 
same underlying opposition can logically lead. While Western 
modernism, as we have seen, also occasionally revolted against tradi¬ 
tionalist passivity, it was far more characteristic of modernism to 
express its hostility in other terms. Obscurantism, not passivity, was 



70 ZIONISM AND WORLD JEWRY 

the vice the modernists most frequently condemned in the repre¬ 
sentatives of traditional Jewry. 28 

To condemn obscurantism as the vice that prevented a rational 
solution of the Jewish problem implied the view that the Gentiles 
had adopted, or would adopt, rational attitudes toward the Jews, and 
that the Jews must follow suit, or anticipate, by adopting correspond¬ 
ing rational attitudes. Consequently, in place of the vice of stubborn 
obscurantism the modernists preached the virtues of reasonableness 
and accommodation: the acceptance by the Jews of enlightened 
standards of culture and institutions of civil society, of an emancipa¬ 
tion offered (if not yet everywhere in fact, then at least in conception) 
on the initiative of Gentile society. To condemn the traditionalists for 
passivity, as Zionism did, implies quite different assumptions and 
conclusions. It assumes that a rational solution of the Jewish problem 
demanded action initiated by the Jews, not by the Gentiles, perhaps 
even action by the Jews in the teeth of Gentile opposition. The virtues 
which Zionism, accordingly, preached were those of boldness and 
activity: the assertion of the individuality and the self-liberation — or, 
as it was called, the auto-Emancipation — of the Jews. To this it was 
hoped and expected that Gentiles would concur, but the initiative 
necessarily had to be Jewish. 29 

Quite as sharp an opposition between the conceptions of modernism 
and Zionism arose in relation to two other issues, Jewish culture and 
Jewish sovereignty, on which both departed from the traditional views. 

What would be the effect of enlightenment and emancipation upon 
the individual tradition of Jewish culture and upon the traditional 
vision of Jewish sovereignty was not, perhaps, a cardinal problem 
but still a matter of concern to the modernists. One logical limit had 
to be observed by any Jetoish modernism in seeking a rational accom¬ 
modation with enlightened Gentile society: it could not accept a 
“solution” of the Jewish problem involving the total submergence of 
the Jews. In the generation following Moses Mendelssohn, a solution of 
this nature was proposed as a policy by some and adopted as an 
expedient by many who sought to escape the Jewish problem by 
conversion to Christianity. 30 The Jewish modernists wished to erect 
a dam against such desertion by preserving those elements of Jewish 
culture and Jewish autonomy which were consistent with the standards 
of an enlightened Gentile world — and, of course, by discarding the 
others. 

The Talmudic literature as well as the Yiddish language appeared 
at once to the Jewish Enlightenment as the kind of tradition that 
must be discarded. The Bible and the Hebrew language, on the other 
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hand, deserved to be cherished on two accounts. These were, first of 
all, the classic foundations of the Mosaic cult, which the modernists 
defended as essentially rational. In addition, Biblical and Hebraic 
purism were valuable tools in the struggle against those strongholds 
of traditionalist obscurantism, the Yiddish “jargon” and rabbinic 
Talmudism. However, what actually happened in the wake of the 
Jewish Enlightenment in Germany was different from what was 
planned. Not only the obscurantist tradition and Yiddish language 
were discarded by the modernist reformers, but the projected neo- 
Biblical and neo-Hebraic Enlightenment culture swiftly vanished, 
remaining the hobby, at most, of a few scholarly specialists. Western 
Jews adopted the French and German cultural traditions as the most 
effective media of Enlightenment, while Jewish cultural individuality 
was restricted almost entirely to the synagogue. 31 

When Zionism arose in the 1880’s, the modernist attempt to 
reconstruct a Hebrew literature and culture in a classical Biblical 
style continued to be pursued on any appreciable scale only to the 
east of Vienna. An element that made it seem more feasible to 
preserve Jewish cultural individuality in Eastern Europe was that 
both Austria-Hungary and Russia were multilingual and multinational 
empires, unlike France or Germany, where a single national language 
was the unquestioned vehicle of universal enlightenment. Yet, in 
Austria-Hungary and Russia, too, the modernists soon adopted the 
dominant national language and culture of the empire or the province 
as the most effective medium for general enlightenment. The Hebrew 
revival promoted by the Enlightenment rapidly dwindled to a cult 
to which it seemed only an eccentric few would remain devoted. The 
foremost Russian Hebrew poet of the Enlightenment, Judah Leib 
Gordon (1830-1892), expressed what was undoubtedly a general 
mood in these lines, written in 1880: 32 

Still doth the Muse visit by night, 

Still the heart hearkeneth, the hand doth write — 

Fashioning songs in a tongue forsaken. 

What will I, what hope? To what end travail? 

For whom do I labor? To what avail 

The good years wasted, the pleasures ne’er taken? 

. . . Oh, tell me what future the shades forecast! 

Am I of all Zion’s bards the last, 

And are ye not the last who e’er shall read? 

The gloomy tone of these lines expressed the mood of those 
modernists who, as writers or readers, were personally committed 
to neo-Hebraic culture for its own sake, not merely for the sake of 
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its supposed usefulness as a tool of enlightenment. Others, like Dr. 
Leo Pinsker, who later turned to a Zionist position, quite readily 
invested their hopes in the Russian language rather than the Hebrew 
language, when it seemed that enlightenment and emancipation of 
the Jews could be more effectively promoted in that way. 33 But when 
the Zionist reaction came, it echoed still another point of view, that 
had begun to be voiced in the seventies. The decline of Hebrew 
culture was not merely regretted in personal terms; it was feared as 
a danger to Jewish nationality. And, moreover, it became an ideological 
tenet that the abandonment of Jewish cultural individuality was a 
necessary result of Western modernism. 34 

On these grounds, the Zionists adopted toward the Enlightenment 
an attitude of condemnation like that of the traditionalists, who fore¬ 
saw nothing but “shmad” (which translates roughly as ‘renegade 
apostasy”) as the outcome of modernism. This traditionalist term of 
abuse was replaced in the nationalist vocabulary by another, “assimila- 
tionism,” more neutral in its flavor but still heavily weighted with 
disapproval and bearing a connotation of “betrayal.” 

The common hostility of Zionism and traditionalism to the “rene¬ 
gade” tendencies of modernism was paralleled by a sense that the 
two were allied in defense of the Hebrew tradition. Significant dif¬ 
ferences divided them, of course, on this point. Tradition had cherished 
and succeeded in maintaining the Hebrew language as the medium 
of prayer and scholarship and also of general communication and 
solidarity between Jews and Jewish communities scattered in all 
quarters of the Exile. Zionism, however, wished to revive Hebrew as 
a spoken language so that the people — especially when it came to¬ 
gether out of its Exile — would have a common mother tongue. In 
consequence of this, vernacular Hebrew would no longer be simply 
the vehicle of a “normative” religious culture such as had “created” 
Jews through successive generations. It would reverse that relationship 
for a more “normal” one. By expressing all the activities that spon¬ 
taneously occur in a fully rounded society, it would become the 
medium through which the Jewish people would freely create its 
secular culture and thereby consolidate a national rather than religious 
consensus. 35 

All these, however, were differences which crystallized in the 
course of time. When Zionism arose, the far more significant feeling 
was one of alliance with the traditionalists against the “assimilationism” 
of the modernists. 

What concerned the nationalists even more was the position to 
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which modernism was led on the questions of Jewish sovereignty and 
the restoration to Zion. We have noted how the Western Jews, in 
defence of their emancipation, were led to adopt the view that the 
Jews were not an ethnic group but a religious denomination no dif¬ 
ferent from Christian denominations — or if not yet quite as divorced 
from any ethnic quality as the Christian denominations, certain to 
become so under a regime of civic equality. This involved a series of 
related propositions: that the traditional Messianic hope of Jewish 
restoration in Zion was at most a symbol or an abstract notion, perhaps 
best interpreted as no more than the reign of divine justice throughout 
the world; that the traditional idea of Exile had now been superseded 
by the grant of emancipation; and that the dispersion of the Jews 
was a providential act, signifying that the Jews had a mission to set 
the Gentiles an example of a pure, rational, prophetic, monotheistic 
faith. 

The nationalist rejection of these views and their implied emotional 
correlates was passionate and decisive. Ahad Haam summed it up 
for his generation in an essay which, because of its emotional as well 
as intellectual conviction, crystallized the nationalist consensus with 
mythic force, so that its title, “Slavery in Freedom,” cast the verdict 
against the West in a stereotype formula. The idea of a Jewish mission 
to be forever dispersed among the Gentiles in order to teach them 
prophetic monotheism, he dismisses with contempt. The Jews, he 
notes, are not a missionary people and they have long since renounced 
any idea of spreading their gospel by mass conversions to Judaism. 

In itself, therefore, our mission is an easy and a comfortable one. At 
least there is nothing disgraceful in being the teachers of the whole world, 
in regarding the whole human race, to the end of time, as pupils who slake 
their thirst at the fountain of our inspiration: more especially when this 
honorable task of ours involves no labor or worry on our part. We are 
like the Israelites at the Red Sea: the progress which emanates from the 
Scriptures is to fight for our mission, while we look on and rejoice. Now, 
this would be very well indeed, if the pupils on their side were amenable 
and docile, and paid the proper respect to their teacher. But in fact they 
are impertinent fellows, these pupils. They kick their teacher: they heap 
curses on him: they are forever besmirching his name, until his life becomes 
a positive burden to him. And so we are left face to face with the same 
question. We are no longer doing anything useful towards the fulfillment 
of our mission: the Scriptures, and consequently religious progress, are in¬ 
dependent of us, and will do their work without us: we are nothing but 
a monument on the path of religious progress, which marches on to its 
consummation without our assistance . 36 

How can enlightened men of our time, Ahad Haam goes on to 
ask, who have learned from Darwin that no purposes, divine or other- 
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wise, but only determining causes control the course of history, believe 
in such nonsense? The obvious answer is that they don’t really believe 
it; they only pretend to believe. Thus, just as Zionist critics attacked 
traditionalism as mere ideology, they made the same analysis of 
modernist beliefs. The critique was even fiercer in this instance, for 
the debunking of traditionalism was often tempered by respect for 
the profound faith which Zionists acknowledged among Orthodox 
believers, but no such consideration palliated the polemic against 
modernism. 

What, then, are those Jews to do who have nothing left but this 
theoretical religion, which is itself losing its hold on them? Are they to 
give up Judaism altogether, and become completely assimilated to their 
surroundings? A few of them have done this: but why should they not all 
adopt the same course? Why do most of them feel that they cannot? Where 
is the chain to which they can point as that which holds them fast to 
Judaism, and does not allow them to be free? Is it the instinctive national 
feeling which they have inherited, which is independent of religious beliefs 
or practices? ... Try as they will to conceal it, seek as they will for 
subterfuges to deceive the world and themselves, it lives none the less; 
resent it as they will, it is a force at the centre of their being. But this 
answer, though it satisfies us, does not satisfy them. They have publicly 
renounced their Jewish nationality, and they cannot go back on their words; 
they cannot confess that they have sold that which was not theirs to sell . 37 

So the modernists of the West had paid for their formal emancipa¬ 
tion by selling themselves into intellectual and moral slavery. They 
dared not admit what they must have known to be true, that their 
professed religious belief was an ideological pretense, nor to confess 
what they must have felt to be true, that their Jewish loyalties were, 
in fact, a sentiment of nationality. In his conclusion, therefore, Ahad 
Ha’am places Eastern traditional Jewry on a higher plane than the 
Western modernists. 

I try ... to give my weary eyes a rest from the scene of ignorance, 
of degradation, of unutterable poverty that confronts me here in Russia, 
and find comfort by looking yonder across the border, where there are 
Jewish professors, Jewish members of Academies, Jewish officers in the 
army, Jewish civil servants; and when I see there, behind the glory and 
grandeur of it all, a twofold spiritual slavery — moral slavery and intel¬ 
lectual slavery — and ask myself: Do I envy these fellow-Jews of mine 
their emancipation? — I answer, in all truth and sincerity: No! a thousand 
times No! The privileges are not worth the price! I may not be emancipated; 
but at least I have not sold my soul for emancipation. I at least can proclaim 
from the housetops that my kith and kin are dear to me wherever they are, 
without being constrained to find forced and unsatisfactory excuses. I at 
least can remember Jerusalem at other times than those of “divine service”: 
I can mourn for its loss, in public or in private, without being asked what 
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Zion is to me, or I to Zion. I at least have no need to exalt my people to 
Heaven, to trumpet its superiority above all other nations, in order to find 
a justification for its existence. I at least know “why I remain a Jew” — or 
rather, I can find no meaning in such a question, any more than if I were 
asked why I remain my father's son. I at least can speak my mind concern¬ 
ing the beliefs and opinions which I have inherited from my ancestors, 
without fearing to snap the bond that unites me to my people. I can even 
adopt that “scientific heresy which bears the name of Darwin,” without 
any danger to my Judaism. In a word, I am my own, and my opinions and 
feelings are my own. I have no reason for concealing or denying them, for 
deceiving others or myself. And this spiritual freedom — scoff who will! — 
I would not exchange or barter for all the emancipation in the world . 38 

Apart from the typical emotional revulsion against the modernists, 
these passages also convey a central nationalist doctrine: that eman¬ 
cipation is not a rational solution of the Jewish problem. The real 
danger to Jewish survival as a distinct group is not loss of religious 
belief, leading to assimilation. The Jews are an ethnic entity, and 
individual Jews consequently retain their loyalty and sense of soli¬ 
darity even when no longer religious. However, modernism can injure 
the Jewish people severely. By forcing them to hide their natural 
ethnic feelings from others and even from themselves, it causes them 
to adopt false ideologies and to abandon their own historic myth. So, 
too, it leads them to rely on others to emancipate them, inculcating a 
false spirit of submission, instead of arousing the will to independence. 
This is the cardinal point in the Zionist critique; and in this regard, 
it condemns both traditionalism and modernism in almost the same 
terms. That pious acceptance of Exile which tradition exalted as a 
high penance, Zionism condemned as a supine surrender to oppression. 
So, too, the Zionists saw in the lofty Jewish mission proposed by the 
Western modernists only a high-sounding pretense, a “conventional 
lie” serving to hide “slavery in freedom.” 

The attitude of Zionism to modernism was, in other important 
respects, quite different from its attitude to traditionalism. The 
modernists were opposed because their views led to the abandonment 
of traditional Jewish culture and resulted in undermining the idea 
of Jewish independence and the will to achieve it. The Zionists had 
only this hope for the modernists: that they might be brought back 
again to the ranks of unestranged and uninhibited Jews. 

The traditionalists, on the other hand, had never abandoned the 
heritage of Jewish culture or the historic myth of Jewish independence. 
They had been the mainstays of both, and preserved them alive 
through the centuries. At the same time, in the Zionist view, both 
Jewish culture and the idea of Jewish independence had been reduced 
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by the traditionalists to a state of suspended animation in which they 
might be preserved, but were unable to be active and effectual. The 
Zionist hope, as to the traditionalists, was to persuade them to accept 
new views of Jewish culture and Jewish sovereignty based on the 
pursuit of independence as an immediate aim. 

Reverting to the Hegelian formula, we may say that the Zionist 
“synthesis” stood directly opposed to the “antithesis,” modernism, and 
sought a rapprochement with the original “thesis,” traditionalism. 
For with modernism, Zionism shared the general principle that the 
Jewish problem required an immediate, rational solution; but it dif¬ 
fered sharply — and emotionally — on the nature of the problem and 
the solution. With traditionalism, Zionism shared, as an emotional 
bond, the common vision of a solution by which the Exile would be 
transcended. Its task was to persuade the traditionalists to seek the 
desired solution immediately by inducing them to take a rational view 
of the existing situation. 

Behind this difference in attitude lies the fact that Zionism arose 
as a historic movement in response to the situation of Eastern, not of 
Western Jewry. United with Western modernism in its resolve to 
achieve an immediate rational solution of the Jewish problem, Zionism 
found a different solution — because it addressed itself to a different 
situation. Opposed to traditionalism because it was impatient to solve 
the Jewish problem immediately and rationally, Zionism sought 
essentially the same solution, because it saw itself in the same situa¬ 
tion: in exile. What seemed rational in terms of the Jewish situation 
as Western modernism saw it, and as the Western Jews defined it 
institutionally, seemed simply unrealistic in terms of the situation of 
Eastern Jews, as enlightened young men began to understand it after 
the 1880’s. 


ii 

These differences directly affected the different manners in which 
Zionism was received into the consensus of Western and Eastern 
Jewries. In the East, the crucial experience of the 1880’s, and similar 
experiences that followed, made not only Zionists and traditionalists 
but the succeeding generations of Eastern modernists perceive their 
situation as one of national conflict. Even where Zionism led to the 
development of new ideologies opposed to its own tenets, some of the 
mythic components of the Zionist view — especially the stereotype of 
“assimilationism” — were accepted by the general consensus. In the 
West, however, the basic experience behind Zionism never dominated 
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the consensus of the community. The Zionist myth was shared only 
by those won over to the Zionist ideology; and they often saw it as 
their primary task to bring their own community back into the con¬ 
sensus of Eastern Jewry. 

For in the West, it was modernism that had had a dominant effect 
upon the communal consensus. With the rise of modernism, traditional 
Judaism did not, indeed, disappear; there was, in fact, an ideological 
revival of Jewish Orthodoxy in reaction against the doctrines of the 
modernists. Where modernist theologians like Abraham Geiger (1810- 
1874) demanded that traditional Jewish law and custom, as well as 
doctrine, bow to reason and contemporary history (which two they 
tended to identify), Orthodox theologians like Samson Raphael Hirsch 
(1808-1888) propounded the opposing view that the Torah, as a 
revealed law and doctrine, transcended history. 39 But at the same time 
Western Orthodoxy shared the basic experience of the modernists and 
bowed to the force of their formulations. They, too, recognized that 
emancipation had established a new fundamental status for the Jews, 
that no return to the ghetto was possible, and that Jewish “secular” 
life must be conducted in a spirit of thorough accommodation to the 
standards of enlightenment which contemporary history had adopted. 
Only religion, and particularly the traditional ritual law, was defended 
against history, while a broad secular realm was recognized within 
which the Jews must live as fully and individually integrated nationals 
of the countries where they enjoyed civic equality. The characteristic 
attitude of Western Orthodoxy was summed up by S. R. Hirsch in the 
formula, “Torah together with Derekh Eretz ” Interpreted, this meant 
the preservation of the traditional, particularly ritual, laws as above 
history, together with a full acceptance of prevailing non-Jewish 
contemporary standards in all secular affairs. 

Before Zionism arose as an organized ideological movement and 
made a matter of principle of the idea of Jewish sovereignty, attitudes 
on this question could vary in spite of a basic acceptance of the 
Emancipation. Indeed, the 1860’s saw a kind of proto-Zionism in 
Western Europe which took on almost the aspect of a historic move¬ 
ment: a theory of Jewish restoration was propounded, groups were 
organized and propaganda conducted on behalf of the return to Zion. 
It was among the Orthodox Jews of Germany and its bordering areas 
that this activity was most marked, in spite of the dictum of the 
leading Orthodox theorist, S. R. Hirsch, that the restoration to Zion 
was an event that could only occur beyond the bounds of history. 

But two things must be noted about the proto-Zionism of those 
Western Orthodox Jews. The first is the striking fact that the move- 
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ment enjoyed its greatest success and found its intellectual leaders 
among those in a “marginal” position in relation to Western Jewry, 
since in most cases they lived in the outskirts of the German cultural 
area (in Silesia or northern Prussia, or in Hungary) and shared as 
much in the life of the East as of the West. 40 Yet the hopes of these 
proto-Zionists were pinned on Western Jewry —and the second strik¬ 
ing characteristic of the movement reflects this orientation. The proto- 
Zionists of the 1860’s did not begin with a programmatic assertion that 
the Jewish problem remained unsolved in spite of emancipation. They 
did not question the fundamental status of the Western Jews as an 
emancipated community, but sought an essentially religious supple¬ 
ment to emancipation through the restoration of the Jews in Zion. 41 

Because it did not clearly challenge emancipation as the funda¬ 
mental principle of Jewish status, the proto-Zionism of the 1860’s 
fell short of becoming a historic movement based on ideological prin¬ 
ciples. It remained essentially a mythic variant within the attitude 
system of Western Orthodox Jews, a system that accepted emancipa¬ 
tion as a principle that could solve the problems of Jewish secular 
status. No serious challenge of this view arose among Western Jews 
until Herzl. But, at the same time, the ideas of emancipation and 
enlightenment did not inspire intellectual enthusiasm for long. For 
while they had a decisive effect upon the Jewish consensus at a mythic 
as well as a rational level, their effect was a decisively negative, 
iconoclastic or, one may say, “antimythic” one. 

Moreover, the rationalistic, egalitarian attitudes implied in the 
doctrines of Emancipation and Enlightenment hark back to the time 
when the German Classicists, particularly Lessing, Schiller, and Kant, 
were fresh and current; and even then they were questioned by some 
German intellectuals. 42 But it was only during the middle decades of 
the nineteenth century, one or two generations after the heyday of 
Classicism in German intellectual circles, that Emancipation and 
Enlightenment were taken up and defended most vigorously by Jews 
as their own ideology and the principles of their communal status. 
By that time German Romanticism, a reaction against the Enlighten¬ 
ment, and German left-wing Hegelianism, a revolt against the 
bourgeois limits of Liberalism, were the intellectual fashions of the 
time. These were the ideas and attitudes that interested those Jews 
who were primarily free intellectuals, while the doctrines of Enlight¬ 
enment and Emancipation, which the spokesmen of the Jewish 
community stoutly defended, seem no more than “philistine” plati¬ 
tudes 43 — true enough, to be sure, but not important. 

On the other hand, the fashionable intellectual ideas of the time 
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could not have any great influence upon the Western Jewish con¬ 
sensus. The group of young scholars who first projected the scientific 
study of Jewish life and history, the initiators of the Wissenschaft des 
Judentums , did in the beginning conceive of the Jews, in the vein of 
contemporary German Romanticism, as an ethnic entity with a folk 
culture whose historic and universally significant expression was 
Jewish religion. 44 Similar ideas continued to influence the historical 
writings of Heinrich Graetz and the philosophies of Jewish history 
of the time, especially that of Moses Hess. But for the most marked 
Romantic reaction against the Enlightenment view, and for the only 
outright rejection of the Emancipation of the Jews, we must look not 
to Jews but to Gentiles. In its counterrevolutionary attack on the 
French Revolution and its intellectual source, the Enlightenment, the 
clerical and nationalist Romanticism of Western Europe produced 
modern anti-Semitism; for the Jewish Emancipation was regarded as 
an inherent and symbolically prominent expression of the revolu¬ 
tionary Enlightenment, and was repudiated as violently as was its 
source. 45 Under the circumstances sympathy with antirationalist and 
antiliberal ideas, for which clerical Romanticism in France or national¬ 
ist Romanticism in Germany supplied a social milieu, could only 
detach Jewish intellectuals from their Jewish milieu. It led to purely 
individual expressions, varying in intensity: to conversion or Jewish 
self-hatred or to a paradoxical and completely detached preference 
for the Judaism of the Ghetto over the reformed Judaism and emanci¬ 
pated Jewry of their contemporaries. 46 No Romantic theory of Jewish 
nationality could gain a hearing in a Jewish community actively 
opposed to the anti-Semitic Romanticism of the Gentiles. 

Nor could any Jewish ideology opposed to the Emancipation arise 
out of the other fashionable ideological trend, left-wing Hegelianism. 
Even though the revolutionaries of the mid-nineteenth century wished 
to transcend rather than reverse the French Revolution, and hence 
developed no political anti-Semitism, 47 they were almost as hostile 
to “Jewish” Liberalism as were the reactionary Romanticists. Karl 
Marx’s identification of Judaism with Capitalism 48 expressed a com¬ 
mon attitude among left-wing intellectuals. Such a stereotype left 
room for no rational solution of the Jewish problem except the 
disappearance of the Jews in the classless society after the social 
revolution. It made Jewish left-wing revolutionaries disregard the 
contemporary Jewish problem as insignificant rather than develop 
new ideological positions regarding it. 

The Jewish community, for its part, had to defend its fundamental 
position ideologically even if it meant adhering to ideas that did 
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not enter the mainstream of intellectual fashion. Marx’s scornful 
identification of Judaism with Capitalism and the general disdain 
among intellectuals for the philistinism of the community did not 
deter the Jewish consensus from accepting the standards of bourgeois 
society as its own. The rabbis and theologians developed Idealistic 
philosophies which sought to justify accommodation to contemporary 
conditions as a Jewish mission. 49 The community at large took assur¬ 
ance from the Liberal ideology, to which it was attracted by a kind 
of social tropism. The disdainful intellectuals, for their part, pursued 
their own tropisms and in accommodating to the fashionable ideas 
of the time lost touch with the Jewish consensus. 

What was radical in the Zionism of Theodor Herzl, as in the 
doctrine of Leo Pinsker before him, was that it was bold enough to 
reject Emancipation as the principle of Jewish status and the solution 
of the Jewish problem. These Zionists were moved by an intuition of 
fundamental significance: that accommodation to Gentile standards, 
whether of the ancien regime , the bourgeois, or the classless society, 
was not a satisfactory basis for solving the Jewish problem; and, in 
particular, that anti-Semitism must be taken seriously, that it would 
persist and dog the footsteps of the Jews wherever they went seeking 
toleration. Only the “auto-Emancipation” of the Jews in an inde¬ 
pendent society of their own could make possible a rational solution 
of the Jewish problem. 

This underlying assumption made a fundamental difference in the 
attitudes of Zionist intellectuals. It meant, first of all, that instead 
of accommodating to conditions constituted by others, by Gentile 
society, the Jews must seek autonomously to establish the conditions 
of their own national existence. A necessary corollary of this view 
was that the Zionist intellectual had to find his way back to the Jewish 
community and win over the Jewish consensus to his views. This 
conclusion, which Herzl took some time to reach, was expressed in 
the formula that Zionism must “conquer the communities.” 50 But even 
while it freed them from submission to the conditions of Gentile so¬ 
ciety, Zionism also enabled Jewish intellectuals to bring into Jewish 
ideologies all the fashionable ideas of European culture. Having re¬ 
jected the Emancipation as an adequate principle of Jewish status, 
Zionist intellectuals were not bound to a range of ideas essentially 
akin to those of the old-fashioned Enlightenment. They could give 
free play to all contemporary ideologies of the right and the left in 
proposing new principles for Jewish autonomous existence. 51 

Zionism did not succeed in “conquering the communities” in the 
West. The non-Zionist opposition, signalized by the Munich Jewish 
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community’s effective protest against convening the first Zionist con¬ 
gress in their city and based on ideological principles in statements 
issued by rabbis in Germany and even in far-off America, remained 
in control of the Western Jewries. Zionist intellectuals, like Herzl 
and Nordau, who sought a national consensus to respond to their 
appeal had to find it in those communities whose myth still perceived 
Jewry as an ethnic entity, the communities of Eastern European Jewry. 

Some Western Zionist intellectuals, moreover, built into their 
ideology fashionable ideas repudiating rational Idealism. Zionism, 
through its rejection of Emancipation and Enlightenment as the 
adequate principles of Jewish life, enabled these men to seek what 
we now call existentialist doctrines in Jewish tradition and not out¬ 
side it, and an organic community in the Jewish people, not outside 
it. The tradition of Orthodox Judaism, especially the mysticism of 
the Hassidic movement, was the new intellectual heritage, and the 
community of Eastern European Jewry was the new organic com¬ 
munity they discovered. 52 

Thus the over-all effect of the rise of Zionism in Western Europe 
was not the conquest of the communities there by the ideology of 
Zionist intellectuals. The effect was rather that Western Zionists, won 
over by the Zionist myth, found themselves in a new communion with 
Eastern Jewry. The assumption of the West had been hitherto that 
the Western situation of Emancipation and the Western principles of 
Enlightenment were the fundamental defining conditions of Jewish 
life in modern times; and that if Eastern Jewry did not yet live under 
those conditions, this was the result of backwardness that time would 
overcome. The new, Zionist assumption was that the Eastern situation 
of ethnic community, and the principle of auto-Emancipation that 
was demanded by such a situation, were the true defining conditions 
of the contemporary Jewish problem; and that the principles of West¬ 
ern Jewry represented a detour from the true course of Jewish history, 
and led to no rational solution of the Jewish problem. 53 

The Zionists did not succeed completely in conquering the Eastern 
communities either. Even more than in the West, the rise of Zionism 
provoked a multiplication of opposing ideologies. But the underlying 
myth of Zionism did pervade the consensus of Eastern Jewry and 
was widely effective there. The general emotional reaction of Zionism 
to the historic events that gave it birth in Eastern Europe was shared 
by many others, modernist and traditionalist alike; and the forms in 
which the Zionist rebellion was symbolized communicated a common 
sentiment and thus exerted an influence well beyond the Zionist group. 
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The most characteristic emotional mood of the Zionist myth was 
its militancy; and what militant Zionism found most odious in Eastern 
traditionalism and in Western modernism was their passive or accom¬ 
modating submission to outer compulsions. But militant and rebellious 
moods in the face of oppression were, in fact, far from foreign to 
either traditionalists or modernists. Certainly, in Eastern Europe, the 
modernist youths who hoped to create by revolution a new Russia 
in which the Jewish problem would disappear (together with the 
Jewish community) did not lack militancy. In 1882 and in subsequent 
crises, they fought during pogroms in self-defense groups just as the 
young Zionists did; and their myth of revolutionary idealism provided 
the young Zionists with many figures of heroism. And in the West, 
the organization of Jewish self-defense in Eastern Europe found 
ready support among leaders of the community some of whom were 
anything but Zionist. 54 

Resistance to pogroms found no less support in the traditionalist 
community. The self-defense groups could count not only on the 
cooperation of young workmen in the pious, poorer quarters but on 
the sympathy of traditionalists too old or too respectable to fight 
themselves. That it was Jewish militancy rather than Zionism which 
evoked this response is clear, because there was a similar warmth in 
the reaction of many traditionalist Jews in Russia — as well as of 
pillars of the Jewish community in the West — to the young Jewish 
social revolutionaries and terrorists. 55 The views of these violent men 
were anathema and their actions damnable to such conservatives; if 
for no other reason, then simply because they imperilled the whole 
community. Yet it was balm for the helpless and humiliated anger 
of those who witnessed pogroms, from near at hand or from afar, to 
see the oppressor hurt. So, too, traditionalist Jews did not need to 
accept the Zionist view that the Jewish problem must be rationally 
solved in order to feel a lift of pride (often mixed with distaste) when 
Jewish students suddenly undertook to display an un-Jewish prowess 
in duelling and athletic games. 56 The adulation of Herzl in the crowded 
towns of Eastern Europe was certainly shared by many a Jew who 
had only a slight idea of his views, or who opposed them, but was 
moved by the legendary figure of this “King of the Jews.” 57 

From having touched a responsive chord among both modernists 
and traditionalists by its myth of militancy, Zionism still had a long 
course to cover in order to conquer the communal consensus for its 
more specific tenets. But among Eastern traditionalists and modernists 
alike, Zionism found understanding and acceptance of other aspects 
of its myth, of the way in which it perceived the critical experiences 
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of its times, while it provoked sharp differences in the ideological 
conclusions that it drew. 

Zionism strengthened its bonds with the traditionalists, in its 
mood of rapprochement with the past, by molding its own symbols 
and symbolic actions in the style of tradition. 58 Among the effects 
of the Zionist mood was a new appreciation of some of the traditional 
holidays, especially those that recalled heroic episodes in the national 
history or celebrated Palestinian harvest or sowing seasons. The first 
pamphlet issued for mass distribution in 1891 by the Zionist secret 
society B nei Moshe was a Russian brochure on Hannuka, the festival 
of the Maccabees; 59 and the observance of the spring festival of Lag 
Ba’Omer as a Palestinian Arbor Day was accepted by the community 
throughout the Diaspora after the Zionists initiated this practice. Just 
as traditionalist Jews collected funds for Palestine in little tin boxes 
dedicated to “Rabbi Meir Baal ha-Ness,” so the Zionists collected 
funds for Palestine in little blue-white boxes dedicated to the “Keren 
Kayemet le-Israel.” Not only the name of the fund (and the colors 
of the box) struck a traditional note, but its statutes and purposes 
were in the authentic style. For the Keren Kayemet was a fund for 
the purchase of land in Palestine as the inalienable possession of the 
Jewish people as a whole; and the provisions under which it proposed 
to lease its holdings vaguely recalled ancient Biblical laws, command¬ 
ments which tradition regarded as only fallen into disuse since the 
Jews left the Holy Land but still representing a sacred duty for all 
Jews to carry out. So, too, when new settlements of farmers were 
established in Palestine in the 1880’s and 1890’s, when Hebrew and 
Yiddish folksongs began to sing their praises, 60 and one of these songs, 
“Hatikva,” became a Zionist anthem; and when a new blue-white 
flag with a mystic six-cornered Star of David was adopted by the 
Zionists as the Jewish flag, all these adaptations of traditional materials 
and traditional styles penetrated far beyond the circle of avowed 
Zionists, and, indeed, were rejected only where clearly opposed 
ideologies arose. 

Ideological issues which prevented the full rapprochement of 
traditionalism and Zionism soon did arise. The cultural program of 
those Zionists who were primarily concerned with solving “the problem 
of Judaism” could not be considered merely a matter of new Zionist 
symbols and ceremonial acts, of mythic variations in the traditional 
style, which traditionalists could accept as permissible innovations. 
It represented a full ideological attack on the very basis of tradi¬ 
tionalism; for it proposed not merely to revive and reinvigorate, but 
to reform and reconstruct Jewish education, the Hebrew language 
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and literature, and, indeed, the whole historic and ethical institutional 
structure of the tradition. 

To such an enterprise the traditionalists could feel themselves 
drawn only in the early stages, and only in the hope that what began 
as a turn against the Enlightenment might end as a full return to 
tradition. When Ahad Ha’am set up his quasi-Masonic Zionist cultural 
order of B’nei Moshe, traditionalists joined it, and they proposed that 
the secret society bind itself at least to a pro forma acceptance of the 
most characteristic traditional customs; that much, as a beginning. 61 
In the agricultural settlements founded in Palestine in the 1880’s, 
pious Jews were largely represented; and they hoped for the revival 
of ancient traditional rites in the colonies. 62 So, too, the early peda¬ 
gogical projects of the “cultural Zionists” in the Diaspora found many 
of the traditionalists ready to cooperate. 63 

But it soon appeared that the Zionist rapprochement to tradition 
was not to be a one-sided movement. The revived tradition which 
the cultural Zionists envisaged was one that would meet the prodigal 
sons of Jewry halfway. It would have to be elastic enough to express 
without compromise of conscience the mood of nationalists who were, 
after all, stamped with the mark of the Enlightenment and who iden¬ 
tified with Jewish tradition historically, not ecclesiastically. The 
demands of the traditionalists in regard to ritual and education were 
more than such men could meet, while, on the other hand, the 
ideological position of the secular Zionists provoked the Orthodox to 
set up their own ideological opposition. 

Orthodox opposition to the secular Zionist cultural program in 
the course of time developed two forms, one Zionist and one anti- 
Zionist, each with its own ideology. Those who became Religious 
Zionists were united with other Zionists not only in their political aims 
but in sharing membership in the World Zionist Organization, while 
they differed with them in regard to the religious-cultural question. 
The Orthodox anti-Zionists, on the other hand, rejected membership 
in the World Zionist Organization on religious grounds, and at the 
same time developed a religious ideology politically opposed to 
Zionism. 

These ideological divergencies developed rather slowly. Theodor 
Herzl regarded the Zionist Organization as having one function above 
all: to serve as an institutional and symbolic embodiment of the 
sovereign will of the Jews, as a kind of provisional “Government-in- 
Exile” or, to use his own phrase, as a “gestor negotiorum.” 64 Conse¬ 
quently he did not wish to have it divided or diverted by issues not 
related to the main goal — the hope of giving substance to its symbolic 
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sovereignty. In his day, the Zionist Organization not only avoided 
disputes over the religious-cultural question but also eschewed any 
serious program of cultural activity. 65 At the First Zionist Congress 
a general reference was made to the need to “stimulate national 
consciousness,” but the Organization undertook no specific responsi¬ 
bility for a revival of Jewish culture. The cultural activities of Zionists 
in Palestine and in the Diaspora were not forced as ideological issues 
that had to be decided by the Congress until the last years of Herzl’s 
leadership. Thereupon, the Orthodox Zionists were organized under 
the name of Mizrachi as a distinct party in the movement. 66 They 
proved unable to prevent the Zionist Organization indefinitely from 
considering the issue of cultural activity, and, in any case, they could 
not prevent cultural activities by Zionists outside the scope of the 
Congress. But they successfully insisted on the right of the Orthodox 
Jews to autonomy and segregation in cultural and religious activities 
of their own, if they could not achieve compliance with traditionalist 
standards by all Zionists. Granted this minimum demand, they re¬ 
mained within the Zionist Organization and, later, within the Jewish 
Community which was set up in Palestine under the Mandate. 67 

When the Tenth Zionist Congress of 1911 brought the Practical 
Zionists to leadership and approved, as part of their program, the 
initiation of cultural activities by the Zionist Organization, it pre¬ 
cipitated the formation of an anti-Zionist Orthodox movement, 
Agudat Israel, which was based on an ideology rejecting both the 
Zionist Organization and Zionist political aims. 68 The idea of seceding 
from Jewish communities which were not dominated by traditionalists 
had been advocated since the latter half of the nineteenth century 
by Western Orthodox groups, accepting Christian ideas of ecclesi¬ 
astical organization. Prussia and Hungary, in the 1870’s, made it legally 
possible to withdraw from the Jewish community without renouncing 
Judaism and to organize separatist Orthodox communities paralleling 
the community organization dominated by other Jewish “denomina¬ 
tions.” 69 This idea was now extended, in 1912, to the scale of world 
Jewry. The failure to prevent the Zionist Organization from sponsoring 
non-traditionalist cultural activities made part of the Religious Zionists 
leave the World Zionist Organization; and together with anti-Zionist 
traditionalists in the East, and in alliance with the separatist Orthodoxy 
of the West, they formed the ultra-traditionalist world organization of 
Agudat Israel. The separatism characteristic of Agudat Israel as a 
world organization was also applied in Palestine. When an organized 
community of Palestine Jews was created in the twenties, the 
partisans of Agudat Israel would not join it but tried unsuccessfully 
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to gain recognition as a separate Jewish community. 70 In Eastern 
Europe, however, the idea of communal separatism did not take root. 
In this dominantly traditional environment, the Western idea of a 
denominational organization of Jews remained foreign. Here Agudat 
Israel adopted the same position on the religious-cultural issue, in 
effect, as the Religious Zionists. They, too, while remaining within the 
general Jewish community, conducted an autonomous school system 
in Eastern Europe, side by side with the several systems of secular 
Hebraists, Yiddishists and of Mizrachi, the Religious Zionists. 71 

The doctrine of the World Organization of Agudat Israel paralleled 
in a significant detail the doctrine of Theodor Herzl regarding the 
Zionist Organization. He had regarded the World Zionist Organization 
as embodying the sovereign will — or the will to sovereignty — of the 
Jewish people; as a gestor negotiorum empowered, in view of the 
political disorganization and impotence of the people, to represent 
the Jewish “nation” and act on its behalf. The Zionist Organization 
was entitled to assume authority on behalf of the Jews until, by its 
own successful action, a normal situation was achieved making pos¬ 
sible the replacement of the organization by a regularly constituted 
Jewish state. In accordance with this view, Herzl dismissed intransi¬ 
gent opposition to Zionism as a form of resignation from the Jewish 
people. 72 

So, too, Agudat Israel held that all those who did not submit 
implicitly to the laws of Jewish tradition, as interpreted by the rab¬ 
binical authorities whom it recognized, had thereby fallen away from 
the divinely appointed course of Jewish destiny, and it might be said 
they had disenfranchised themselves from the Jewish people by deny¬ 
ing its Law. Consequently, when Agudat Israel was formed as a world 
organization of “Torah-true” Jewry and when it refused to participate, 
in the Diaspora or in Palestine, in the general Jewish communal 
organization, or in the Zionist Organization, which pretended to 
embody the principle of Jewish sovereignty, these were only super¬ 
ficially acts of secession. More properly, in the view of these tradi¬ 
tionalists, what had been done was to reestablish the principle of 
Jewish authority upon its legitimate basis, the strict tradition. For 
just as Herzl regarded the Zionist Organization, even in its infancy, 
as the legitimate gestor negotiorum of the legally disabled Jewish 
people, so Jacob Rosenheim, the ideologist of Agudat Israel, believed 
he had created anew the organ of legitimate communal authority in 
Jewry by establishing a disciplined world organization of “Torah-true” 
Jews. By its mere existence, Agudat Israel had once more set the 
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Jewish people upon the true path, and if it held to its course those 
who had fallen by the wayside would eventually repent and return. 73 

Not only in the principle of its organization, but also in its attitude 
to the return to Palestine did the new traditionalist opposition to 
Zionism adopt ideological views which, in their opposition, reflect 
the theories of the adversary. A movement based on Jewish tradition 
is hampered when it attempts to set up as doctrinal principles beliefs 
which had been traditionally regarded as within the realm of per¬ 
missive speculation, or even of imaginative elaboration. The latter, 
according to Maimonides’ express statement, had always been the 
status of the various beliefs which are to be found in the Jewish 
eschatological tradition concerning the sequence of Messianic events 
such as the return to Zion and the restoration of Jewish sovereignty. 

Some of our Sages say that the coming of Elijah will precede the advent 
of the Messiah. But no one is in a position to know the details of this and 
similar things until they have come to pass . . . Hence there is a divergence 
of opinion on the subject. But be that as it may, neither the exact sequence 
of those events nor the details thereof constitute religious dogmas. No one 
should ever occupy himself with the legendary themes or spend much time 
on midrashic statements bearing on this and like subjects . 74 

In spite of Maimonides’ excellent advice, however — and despite 
the Talmudic anathema on those who "calculate the end of days” — 
Jews throughout their Exile have occupied themselves with the 
legendary themes of the Redemption, adopting doctrines concerning 
the sequence and details of these events as principles of action, if 
not (except in pseudo-Messianic movements) as religious dogmas. 75 
So, too, the traditionalist proto-Zionists of the mid-nineteenth century, 
followed by the Religious Zionists in the nineteenth and twentieth 
centuries used one kind of midrashic statement and similar "legendary 
themes” to justify their position, and traditionalist anti-Zionists, in 
turn, justified their views with opposing statements and interpretations. 

In neither camp was a particular interpretation of this kind adopted 
by the movement as its stated position, for the whole topic was too 
firmly classified by tradition as essentially mythic to be publicly pro¬ 
claimed an ideological principle by a traditionalist movement. But 
leading theorists among the religious proto-Zionists, such as the rabbis 
Judah Alcalay and Zvi Hirsch Kalischer had very actively advocated 
the interpretation that the resettlement of Palestine, the cultivation of 
its soil in accordance with Biblical laws, and even the rebuilding of 
the Temple were initial, preparatory stages of the Messianic times. 76 
These were duties which the Jews were obliged to carry out before the 
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Messiah would come, and they were prerequisite for his advent. Thus, 
the Zionist mythos of auto-Emancipation, the idea that Redemption 
depended on the active initiative of the Jews, was prefigured in the 
generation preceding the rise of historic Zionism in the form of a 
traditionalist interpretation which had been current repeatedly in the 
past. After the rise of Zionism, the same sort of traditionalist argument 
from Biblical proof texts and midrashic statements continued to be 
employed by such Religious Zionist leaders as Rabbi Abraham Isaac 
Hacohen Kuk, (1865-1935) though, of course, the movement as such 
did not formulate a binding doctrine on what was recognized as a 
mythic point. 77 

Against this interpretation, traditionalists of an anti-Zionist bent 
emphasized two other common interpretations. The first was the 
stereotyped suspicion of all attempts to “force the End,” to bring 
about the Redemption by human intervention, a suspicion that had 
sharpened since the pseudo-Messiahs Sabbethai Zevi in the seven¬ 
teenth and Jacob Frank in the eighteenth century had led their 
followers into antinomian excesses and apostasy. 78 It was in this vein 
that Samson Raphael Hirsch took care to remark, concerning the 
Messianic promise, that Jews must attempt no action on their own 
initiative to restore their sovereignty, but must pursue their mission in 
Exile, awaiting the Redemption solely through divine intervention. 79 
This view, which was not much more than an academic rebuttal of 
an academic proposition before the rise of Zionism, took on the aspect 
of an ideological position when men like Jacob Rosenheim used it as 
an argument against organized Zionism, and phrased it in the termi¬ 
nology of Western philosophy. 80 

In addition to Rosenheim’s ideology of anti-Zionism, based on 
stressing the mission of Dispersion, there was another “Palestine- 
oriented” ideology within Agudat Israel, defended by Isaac Breuer 
(1883-1946). Here, too, the argument, although clothed in modern 
philosophical phraseology, was conducted in terms of an interpreta¬ 
tion of “legendary themes” concerning the role of Zion in history and 
eschatology that had been current at various times in the tradition. 
This view did not oppose the proto-Zionist and Zionist interpretation 
which regarded the building of a normal Jewish community in Pales¬ 
tine as a prerequisite for the Redemption. Instead, it argued that 
precisely because the community in Palestine had this crucial func¬ 
tion, it had to be a holy community. The existence of a secular or 
non-Orthodox Jewish community in Palestine was a positive danger: 
for in the Diaspora, it was the Gentiles alone who impiously claimed 
the divine attribute of sovereignty; in Palestine, the Jewish community 
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itself, even in its embryonic stage, would make that claim. If the 
“Torah-true” Jews everywhere should shun the communal institutions 
of the non-Orthodox Jews, in Palestine they must do more — they must 
oppose and try to abort the creation of the unbelieving community. 
Failing this, it was the duty of Agudat Israel to concentrate upon 
building up a separatist “Torah-true” community in Palestine until it 
could hope to become dominant there. 81 

These quasi-ideological positions, for the reasons we have in¬ 
dicated, were not formulated as doctrines binding upon Agudat Israel. 
Not being entirely compatible between themselves, they alternately 
determined the position of the organization regarding “practical work” 
in Palestine. And while neither was strictly formulated as an ideolo¬ 
gical position, both were freely employed in the polemics between 
Zionists and anti-Zionists. This debate, often carried on in the tradi¬ 
tional style and always with traditional ideas, was conducted on behalf 
of the Zionists by the Mizrachi, and it had no direct effect upon the 
ideas of other Zionists regarding the Jewish state. Indirectly, however, 
the issues debated between the traditionalists involved the whole 
Zionist movement and its idea of Jewish sovereignty. The demands 
regarding religious and cultural questions raised by the Orthodox in 
the forum of the Zionist Organization were not unaffected, in formula¬ 
tion and in intensity, by the need of the Mizrachi movement to defend 
itself against Agudat Israel in another forum, the forum of the tradi¬ 
tionalist community. 

Much the same relationship developed out of a similar situation 
within the Eastern Jewish community in regard to the other “party” 
or “trend” that was formally organized at an early date in the World 
Zionist Organization. Like the Religious Zionists, so, too, the Labor 
Zionists defended a special ideological position in the Zionist move¬ 
ment. This position was held not only by a group that remained within 
the Zionist Organization, but by another group that was ideologically 
opposed to membership in the organization. Against those Jewish 
radicals in Eastern Europe who opposed membership in the Zionist 
Organization or who were ideologically opposed to Zionism itself, the 
Labor Zionists engaged in an ideological battle based on conceptions 
and methods of argument that had no direct relevance for other 
Zionists but were the common terms of discourse recognized among 
radical groups at the time. 

The issues that the Socialist Zionists had to debate arose in relation 
to Marxist theory and the principles of Russian revolutionary organiza¬ 
tion. The basic element in the Jewish situation, from a socialist point 
of view, was that the Jews had no significant proletarian or peasant 
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classes, which were the recognized beneficiaries of revolutionary action 
according to the existing stereotype. This in itself predisposed Jewish 
Socialists to ignore the Jewish situation (even when they might accept 
the views of some Austrian Socialists, or of Marx and Engels them¬ 
selves, about the importance of the “national struggle” of other 
peoples) and to accept the doctrine that the Jewish problem would 
be solved as an incidental result of the general revolutionary struggle 
of the workers and peasants. 82 

But this was precisely the kind of doctrine which the Zionists, in 
their repentant return to their own people, could not tolerate. The 
absence of Jewish workers and farmers was given quite a different 
interpretation by them. The very fact that the Jews had no significant 
workers’ and farmers’ class was the core of the Jewish problem. It 
was this special situation to which Jewish Socialists must address 
themselves, both in order to analyze it scientifically and, through this 
analysis, to delineate a rational solution for the Jewish problem. 

In the analysis they developed, the Socialist Zionist and other 
nationalist radicals among the Jews in Eastern Europe originated new 
conceptions and hypotheses within the Marxian system of scientific 
socialism, and new tactical “theses” within the Russian revolutionary 
movement. Jews had few proletarians and few farmers, according to 
the “new” analysis (which had, indeed, many precursors) because of 
a history of exclusion from the land and from guild-dominated trades. 
This very common observation led Socialist Zionists like Ber Borochov 
(1881-1917) to develop not only a special theory of Jewish history, 
but a new general Marxist principle. 83 In addition to the analysis 
of the class conflict within each nation, a correct Marxist analysis of 
history required attention to the conflict between the same classes of 
different nations. Whereas the interclass struggle arises from “the 
relations of production,” the intraclass national struggle arises from 
competition for “the conditions of production,” for what Borochov 
called a “strategic base” — land, natural resources, access to channels 
of trade, and the sovereign control of all these. The peculiar principle 
of Jewish history had been the exclusion of all Jewish classes from 
control of the conditions of production, for, as an exiled people, they 
were without a strategic base. Consequently, the history of the Jews 
was one of continual migrations. Called in to fill “interstitial,” pioneer¬ 
ing roles in new territories (to bring trade and capital to backward 
agrarian and new mercantile economies), they were driven out when 
the economy matured and competitors for the same roles arose among 
the national majority. Therefore, the solution of the Jewish problem 
depended on establishing a Jewish strategic base, a homeland where 
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Jews would be the national majority. Only in this way, moreover, 
would a Jewish working and peasant class arise, allowing the Jews 
to take a normal part in the class struggle. 

Although these innovations in Marxist theory had little more 
direct effect upon the ideas of other Zionists concerning Jewish 
sovereignty than did the novellae with which the traditionalists de¬ 
bated among themselves pro and contra Zionism, the controversy had 
significant indirect effects. The question of socialist principles in the 
creation of the Jewish state became an issue at the Zionist Congresses, 
just as the religious question did. So, too, the growth of a partisan 
socialist version of Zionism produced reservations among the Labor 
Zionists upon their acceptance of the full consensus that Zionism 
aimed at. For some Socialist Zionists, the Marxist condemnation of 
‘class collaboration’ meant that participating — and, what is more, 
participating voluntarily — in a general organ of Jewish national 
authority such as the bourgeois Zionist Organization was impossible. 
Others, however, defied this stereotype and worked within the Zionist 
Organization, but formed a (or usually more than one) separate 
“trend” or “party” and strove to give a socialist character to the 
organization and to the Jewish resettlement in Palestine from the 
start. 84 

Thus, as an ideological challenge, the introduction of Zionist ideas 
had the same effect among Socialists as it had among traditionalist 
Jews. It led to ideological divisions and new barriers; it divided not 
only Socialists into Zionist and anti-Zionist partisans, but also the 
Zionist Organization into Socialist and bourgeois, or General, Zionist 
parties. It followed a course, then, quite similar to that of Religious 
Zionism. But in another respect, as an emotional force, the effect of 
the Zionist myth, or of the experience expressed by Zionism, upon the 
modernists in Eastern Europe was far more decisive than the reception 
of the new Zionist militancy among the traditionalist community. 

As a mythic force, the Zionist mood penetrated and infiltrated the 
traditionalist community along paths that had long been trodden out 
in the tradition. That symbolisms of Zion were familiar to traditional¬ 
ists need hardly be mentioned. They were so familiar as perhaps to be 
trivialized. If the new Zionist variations of them added anything, it 
was possibly a freshness of feeling, partly arising from the new forms 
of ceremony that were devised, partly from the new vitality that the 
Zionist mood infused into the old forms. The mood of militancy was 
always present in the tradition though perhaps suppressed or formal¬ 
ized. When a traditionalist accepted Zionism he gave release to the 
militancy that was latent in the community, and this was perhaps 
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more significant than his acceptance of the new forms of Zionist 
militancy. 

Among the modernists in the Eastern European Jewish community, 
however, the Zionist mood achieved a far more significant result. It 
achieved a real, new consensus in the community, so that ideological 
anti-Zionists among the modernists yielded to the mythic force of the 
Zionist attitude by an outright reversal of opinion. The Zionist tag 
of “assimilationism” became a stereotype to which even the anti- 
Zionists bowed in Eastern Europe; and that it was, indeed, a case 
of yielding is proved by the reluctance with which this change of heart 
was undergone. 85 

Militancy in itself was not a new mood for the modernists. We 
have noted a few illustrations of a “militant” mood among Western 
modernists that sound like prefigurations of Zionism itself. But it is 
needless to seek out these byways of Western modernism for our 
proof. The Jewish struggle for Emancipation in the West was fought 
with a militancy no less bold and proud than that of Zionism. 86 Of 
course, the militancy of Western modernism was a militant demand to 
share the Enlightenment and Emancipation of all Western society, 
a proud insistence on being included. A formulation of Jewish 
militancy which stressed that freedom must be achieved apart from 
the general freedoms of the whole society, and that Jews must, for 
this reason, organize separately and take action separately, was not 
characteristic of Western modernism. In the early years of the Eman¬ 
cipation, notions of this sort were voiced and had seemed, at least, 
logically possible and emotionally natural, but soon they were ideolog¬ 
ically excluded. By the time Zionism arose, modernism no longer had 
any place for such formulas as permissible mythic variations. To re¬ 
capture them required a true change of heart. In these respects 
Enlightened modernists in Eastern Europe did not differ, in the 
beginning, from Western modernists. 

The pogroms of 1881 turned some young Jewish intellectuals from 
the revolutionary cause of the Russian peasant to the national cause 
of the Jews. But in those years, Jewish revolutionaries were a very 
minor and quite a new phenomenon. The decades which followed 
saw socialism attract a far larger following among Jews, not restricted 
at all to intellectuals but including young people of every kind of 
background and, in particular, young Jewish workmen. The Jewish 
Socialist movement now consisted not of a handful of young mis¬ 
sionaries who preached the revolution to the Russian peasant, but of 
Jewish units and organizations comprising Jewish “rank and file” as 
well as leaders. But in addition to sheer numbers there was another 
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element which cannot be ignored: the new awareness of the Jews 
as a separate entity, a sensitivity to their special situation and their 
special problems, which prevailed after the 1880’s. 

The logical end to which this new awareness led was the recognition 
of the Jews as a separate people in the multinational Russian and 
Austro-Hungarian Empires. As an ideological principle, this view 
was resisted by young Jewish intellectuals brought up on a Marxist 
tradition that had no place for the Jews. But, notwithstanding this 
ideological block, the Socialist leaders who came into contact with 
Jewish laborers ultimately yielded to the mythic rejection of “assimila- 
tionism” and recognized the ethnic integrity of Eastern European 
Jewry. The anti-Zionist Socialist leaders, who began with little more 
than the thesis that socialist defense of Jewish laborers was justified 
and who wished to employ the Yiddish language in their propaganda 
only until they could teach the Jewish workers Russian, ended, more 
or less, as Diaspora nationalists. Their anti-Zionism remained in their 
opposition to the return to Zion and to the Hebrew language. But 
their own view had undergone a striking change from the time that 
they had hoped to see the Jews, together with Jewish problem, 
happily disappear in the classless society of the Russian people. Now 
they had become devotees of the Yiddish language and the new 
Yiddish literature, and ardent proponents of cultural autonomy for 
minority groups; or even of personal national rights for the members 
of nationalities dispersed too thinly over Russia or the Ukraine to 
claim the recognition of their language and culture in a region or 
in localities where they were significantly represented. 

Neither in their Yiddishism nor in their advocacy of Jewish 
cultural autonomy in the Diaspora did these Socialists set up ideo¬ 
logical barriers that clearly divided them from the Zionists. The 
contrary was true: by championing a Jewish national language, even 
if not Hebrew, and Jewish cultural autonomy, even if not sovereignty 
in Zion, the Jewish Socialists had bowed to the consensus of opinion 
and accepted the Zionist attitude epitomized in the use of the word 
“assimilationist” as a term of condemnation and abuse. Whether Yid¬ 
dish or Hebrew should be favored as the Jewish national language, 
and whether or not — or to what extent — national minority rights 
should be fought for and exercised in the Diaspora until the return 
to Zion could be completed, were issues on which Zionists disputed 
among themselves, not issues on which all Zionists opposed all anti- 
Zionists. But on one question the anti-Zionists, and particularly the 
Jewish Socialists of Eastern Europe, confronted the Zionists with a 
clear and uniform ideological challenge. All anti-Zionists were opposed 
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to all Zionists in rejecting the cardinal belief that only through the 
restoration of Jewish sovereignty and, moreover, only in Palestine 
could the Jewish problem be solved. 

Ideologically, this was the central issue between Zionists and non- 
Zionists as well as anti-Zionists, and in Western as well as Eastern 
Europe. But two curious facts must be noted; first, that the ideological 
arguments of Zionists for the choice of Palestine as the place where 
the Jewish problem must be solved were exceedingly flimsy, and they 
can hardly explain the emotional conviction of the Zionists on this 
point; second, that the real reasons for the unbending Zionist fixation 
on Palestine were mythic and historic attachments, taken over by the 
Zionists from other parts of the Jewish community. For there were 
preexisting connections which bound not only Zionists but their op¬ 
ponents, and Western as well as Eastern Jews, in a practical as well 
as sentimental, contemporary as well as inherited, involvement with 
the Land of Israel. 



4 ATTACHMENT TO ZION: 
TRADITIONAL BONDS AND 
INVOLVEMENT OF JEWISH 
ORGANIZATIONS 


It is a commonplace observation frequently made about Zionism 
that its bond to Zion is an irrational attachment, not a rational 
conclusion. This generalization is usually developed into far too rigid 
corollaries. The rational ideologies of Western modernism, it is said, 
completely severed the tie to Zion. Even Western Zionists like Theodor 
Herzl only chose Palestine for the Jewish national home as a conces¬ 
sion to the Eastern Zionists, still under the thrall of tradition. As for 
the traditionalists their relation to Zion is presented in only one light: 
as a living, fervent, and unambiguous attachment, sometimes dormant, 
because an immediate return was impossible, but never complicated 
by emotional or intellectual reservations. As proof no further evidence 
is needed than the pleas to be restored to Zion which recur constantly 
in Jewish ritual observance. The depth and massive impact of this 
traditional attitude may be taken for granted. It is necessary, how¬ 
ever, to consider some mythic and ideological complications in the 
attitudes to Zion prevalent during the period when Zionism had to 
define its own position. 1 


i 

“Zion” is, of course, a place name for an actual country with a 
well-known geographical location; yet it functioned as a markedly 
utopian conception in the myths of traditionalists, modernists, and 
Zionists alike. For all of them, the symbol “Zion” expressed an ideal, 
a historical vision whose exact physiognomy was not defined by what 
appeared on the map of Palestine. Its character was far more signi¬ 
ficantly defined by the specific content of another idea, the idea of 
“Exile.” For it was Exile, not Zion, which the Jews experienced as a 
concrete historical reality. The utopia of Zion was delineated accord¬ 
ing to the perceived nature of Exile, for it reflected, as in a negative 
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image, the reverse of everything rejected in the actual Jewish situation 
in the Diaspora. For the traditionalists, “Zion” meant the Holy Land, 
but the Holy Land transfigured by the Messianic return which would 
heal all the ills of Exile. For the modernists, “Zion” became a symbol 
detached from its original geographic denotation; it was an honorific 
title that could readily be applied to any country where Jews lived 
in anticipation of the full solution of the Jewish problem through 
their emancipation. For the Zionists, the utopian image of “Zion” 
once again referred to Palestine alone, but to a Palestine which tended 
to have no specific qualities other than the postulated one of being 
the only place where the Jewish problem could be solved. Each con¬ 
ception of “Zion” reflects a particular view of the nature of the Jewish 
“Exile.” 

The traditional idea of Exile — a penance imposed as a sign of 
chosenness and, at the same time, a due penalty for sin — is an 
ambivalent idea, as we have already noted. The attitude of tradi¬ 
tionalists to their Exile was a mixed one, compounded of a pious and 
loving acceptance of the penance and of fervent prayer to be relieved 
“speedily, in our day” of the penalty. Such a . mixture is obviously 
unstable. Historical circumstances could, and did on occasion, cause 
such a sharp rejection of Exile that it altogether excluded any measure 
of acceptance, or, on the other hand, make acceptance so complete 
that rejection almost disappeared. Such changes naturally affected 
the utopian — that is, the inversely related — image of Zion. 

One could easily write a history of traditional Jewry in terms of 
a cycle based on the mutations of these ideas. 2 When oppression in 
the Exile reached an intolerable pitch, Messianic enthusiasm rose 
in intensity and there were movements for an immediate return to 
Zion. The idea of Exile was so thoroughly rejected that, in their 
enthusiastic conviction of being redeemed, the chiliastic sectaries 
abrogated the fast of the Ninth of Ab, in which the destruction of 
the Temple is mourned. These Messianic attempts, however, not only 
failed to achieve the Restoration to Zion, ending the Exile in fact 
and not just symbolically, but (a development paralleled in the move¬ 
ments of religious and chiliastic enthusiasm in other faiths as well) 
they led to emotional excesses and perversions of belief that, in the 
case of Jewish pseudo-Messianism, did not stop short of apostasy. 
In reaction against such results, the pendulum swung back to a new 
acceptance of the penance of Exile — and to a deep-rooted fear 
and suspicion of projects for an immediate return to Zion or restora¬ 
tion of Jewish sovereignty. Such ideas were condemned as pseudo- 
Messianic attempts to “force the End.” 3 
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Yet even in periods when the Messianic Zion seemed remote and 
attempts to bring it near were regarded with suspicion, the ties of 
traditional Jewry with the actual, physical Zion remained close. In 
the cult of Exile which traditionalist Jews built up in reaction to the 
seventeenth-century pseudo-Messianism of Sabbethai Zevi, the Land 
of Israel played a central, paradoxical role. The Jews must sanctify 
the Exile by their penance and not seek a final safety from its oppres¬ 
sion by a premature Return to Zion; this was the view that grew 
up. But in the holy exercises of Jewishness — that is, in the penance 
of Exile — the Land of Israel was far from being excluded. In fact, 
it occupied a privileged position in the ordeal of Exile. For, in 
Jerusalem the doors of heaven stood open to prayer more than in 
other places; and the other holy cities of Palestine, too, Hebron, Safed, 
and Tiberias, were efficacious in themselves to perfect the piety and 
wisdom of a Jew who came there, whether as a pilgrim or, still better, 
as a settler devoting his life to pious works. While an attempted return 
to a Messianic Zion was feared by the consensus of the time as a 
dangerous idea, to go to observe the rites of Exile in the actual Zion 
was an act of high merit. It was not only the most efficacious way of 
performing the penance of Exile by which the Messianic advent would 
in due time be merited; it also, if one may say so, augmented the 
fund of Jewish illumination and holiness and increased the power of 
the Jewish people residing in unholy lands to hallow the Exile by their 
penance. 4 

The most characteristic attitude of the Enlightenment toward the 
Jewish Exile was to deny it as an idea and suppress it as an experience. 
This was in sharp contrast to the traditional attitude. No matter how 
strongly the acceptance of Exile was stressed at any time by tradi¬ 
tionalists, they had still viewed it as a punishment for sin; and even 
though tradition said that the Jews were dispersed because they are 
the Chosen People, only when they were gathered in again would 
they be redeemed. All these themes, which are inherent in the paired 
traditional images of Exile and Zion, were either denied or neutralized 
in the Enlightenment literature. 

Even so conservative a representative of the Enlightenment as 
the Hebrew philosopher of history, Nahman Krochmal (1785-1840), 
contributed to a rational deflation of the traditional drama of sin, 
penance, and redemption. He replaced this pattern with a natural 
cycle of the origin, efflorescence, and degeneration of peoples con¬ 
tinually recurring in history. What marked out the Jews from other 
peoples, in his theory, was that the national ideas of other peoples 
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were relative, proper to their particular time and place in history, but 
the Jewish national idea is the Absolute, God Himself. Hence, Jewish 
history does not end with a single cycle, like the history of other 
peoples, but continues over and over again to rise, flower, and decay. 
Nevertheless, the character and causes of the unending Jewish cycle 
are explained by no different mechanisms from those that explain the 
single historical cycle of each of the other peoples, by mechanisms 
and causes that are entirely natural. Thus what the tradition calls 
the national sinfulness which caused the beginning and the per¬ 
sistence of the Exile, and which arises from a free choice between 
good and evil, is converted by this rational theory into an inevitable, 
quasi-biological phase of cyclical decay. 5 

In the same way, Enlightenment theory tended to eliminate the 
idea of divine punishment from the concept of Exile, leaving only 
the idea of a mission for which the Jews were chosen, and for the 
sake of which they were dispersed. Traditionalism, too, of course, had 
a conception of a Jewish “mission,” though not the name. What we 
have called the traditional “cult of Exile” prevailed at times when 
fear of pseudo-Messianism was acute; accordingly, it was strongly 
stressed that God and God alone would determine the time and 
manner of the Messianic advent. At the same time, no one thought 
of denying that human acts were relevant to the Redemption. Such 
historical developments as, for example, the spread of monotheism 
through Christianity and Islam or the grant of civil emancipation to 
the Jews were interpreted as preparations for the Messiah in which 
the Gentiles served as the agents of God's purposes. 6 But the most 
significant active human role in the traditionalists’ divine drama of 
history was that of the Chosen People. In the sense in which it could 
be said that men shared in bringing about the advent of the Messiah, 
this mission was to be accomplished directly or mystically by the 
Jews: by the purging of their sins through oppression and by their 
practice of Jewish sacred devotions even in the unholy lands of the 
Dispersion — and, of course, in the Holy Land during the Exile of the 
divine Presence. In the idea of a Jewish Mission developed by the 
Western modernists, on the other hand, the Jewish role was neither 
direct nor mystical, but indirect and rational — or one might say 
symbolic rather than substantive. The function of the Jews was not 
to play a protagonist’s role in the divine drama, but to serve, at most, 
as a modest kind of Greek chorus. Not their devotion or suffering, 
but precisely the growing illumination of the Gentiles was the proc¬ 
ess by which the Messianic era was being brought about; and, until 
the final act was concluded by the real protagonists, the Jews were 
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set in the Diaspora to live among the cast of actors as a sect apart, 
an example of pure, rational, monotheistic faith, testifying that the 
triumphant consummation of the drama was still to come. 7 

As for the penalties associated with the Exile — and the strong 
consciousness of Jewish sinfulness — these were no longer considered 
essential elements in God’s plan. To be sure, the favorite mythic 
symbol to represent the divine mission of the Jewish Dispersion was 
Deutero-Isaiah’s graphic image of the Suffering Servant. 8 Suffering 
is, indeed, a natural metaphorical association of ideas with the notion 
of a divine mission. But the actual suffering which constituted the 
concrete historical experience of Exile was not accepted by the 
modernists as a divine decree inherently connected with their mission. 
On the contrary: the most fundamental article of their belief was to 
regard the oppression of the Jews as an expression of human (that 
is, Gentile) error or ill-will which they were determined to overcome 
rationally. Thus the idea of Exile was separated, for the modernists, 
from the idea of Dispersion, and “Exile” came to mean no more than 
the civil disabilities and other inequities of the Jewish position. When 
the Gentiles became sufficiently enlightened to emancipate the Jews 
— and this was thought either to have occurred already or to be 
imminent — then the Exile would be at an end, leaving the dispersed 
Jews only their mission, free from penalty. 9 

The shortfall of emancipation and the “relapses” into anti-Semitism 
in the nineteenth century were experienced by the traditionalist Jews 
as only another manifestation of Exile, for they had never abandoned 
that idea. The modernists, however, having implicitly renounced the 
idea, were forced to suppress the natural inclination to experience 
anti-Semitism and discrimination as part of the familiar image of a 
divinely ordained Exile. Instead they chose to perceive it as a passing 
eccentricity of events; for they would explain it away as a consequence 
of still insufficient enlightenment among the Gentiles or of backward¬ 
ness among the Jews. 

The latter explanation had the more important ideological con¬ 
sequences for the Enlightenment. One of the features of Jewish 
backwardness, in the eyes of the modernists, was a superstitious 
attachment to Zion. In the long correspondence of the Hebrew writer, 
Joseph Perl (1773-1839), with the Austrian authorities, which went 
on for over twenty years, one of his recurrent complaints was that 
Jewish obscurantists were conducting clandestine fund collections for 
the community in Palestine. 10 Not only the cultural backwardness of 
supporting a community with no more productive function than that 
of prayer annoyed such a modernist as Perl; he also disapproved of 
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the diversion of Austrian funds to a foreign land. We have noted how 
Napoleon and other early nineteenth-century authorities brought 
pressure or made specific demands on the Jews henceforth to consider 
Zion a foreign land, and set this as part of the price of toleration or 
emancipation. This price not only Reform Judaism but other enlight¬ 
ened modernists readily paid. 

Yet even while renouncing the idea of a Return to Zion, now 
declared foreign to Jewish hopes, the modernists retained Zion as a 
symbol. This they did in the same way that, by substituting universal 
Messianism for a personal Messiah, the Messianic symbol was re¬ 
tained: “Zion” became, in a strict sense, a utopia, fading from a name 
historically and geographically definite to a generic symbol. Under the 
magic of an Emancipation identified with the Messiah, any place in 
the Diaspora which the Jews wished to think of as home and not Exile 
was readily perceived as the new Zion. 11 

Even in the Enlightenment’s phase of neo-Hebraic revival, which 
aroused a literary interest in Biblical Palestine together with Biblical 
Hebrew, the image of Zion was sublimated to a rationalistic abstrac¬ 
tion. This effect emerges quite clearly from the very popular Biblical 
romances of the Lithuanian Hebraist, Abraham Mapu (1808-1867). 
There Zion is imagined as representing a Golden Age of the Jews, 
directly opposed to their decadent present. Instead of being rootless, 
defenseless peddlers and middlemen, fearful and cunning,' the ancient 
Judeans were shepherds, farmers, soldiers, dwelling in staunch inde¬ 
pendence in the bosom of Nature. Nevertheless, in the program of 
the Enlightenment for the recovery of the pristine Jewish virtues, the 
actual Land of Israel played no part; for the reform of Jewish occupa¬ 
tions and character was a goal the modernists hoped to attain in the 
Diaspora itself, in the very countries where the rootless Jews lived. 
As for the image of Zion, painted, for example, by Mapu, they con¬ 
strued this as no more than a symbol of the classical past. In this way 
the physical Zion was reduced — or sublimated — to a true utopia: in 
relation to the future of the Jews, it did not exist. 12 

Zionism begins with a new awareness of Exile as a fact, reversing 
its denial as an idea and suppression as an experience by modernism. 
At the same time, Zionism could not accept, but indeed revolted 
against, a traditional commitment to Exile as a penance to be lovingly 
borne. Instead it perceived Exile as an intolerable condition for which 
a rational solution must be sought — in the return to Zion. But what 
the image of Zion came to mean for Zionism reflects those aspects of 
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Exile for which it was proposed as a rational solution: the “problem 
of the Jews” —their unresolved oppression and their rootlessness — 
and the “problem of Judaism” — its crisis after the collapse of tradi¬ 
tional beliefs. To remedy these two problems, Zionism proposed that the 
Jews must overcome their cause, the abnormal condition of Exile, and 
gain freedom by regaining the normal conditions of national existence, 
particularly their own land. They needed a place where they would 
no longer be a perpetual minority and where they could revive their 
own culture on a secular basis. 

But if Zion were simply the reverse image of Exile in its two 
aspects, the problem of the Jews and the problem of Judaism, this 
entailed certain very difficult questions. There was, first of all, the 
problem: why Palestine? If all that was needed was simply a land 
where Jews could be the majority, why would not any territory do? 
Herzl, in the beginning, was quite as ready to accept Argentina as 
Palestine for the territory of the Jewish state; and although he was 
won over more and more by the irrational attachment to Zion of his 
followers, his basic analysis of the Jewish problem had nothing in it 
which logically required Zion as the place where the solution had to 
be found. 13 

If the source of the Jewish problem is the fact that the Jews live 
as unwelcome guests in lands occupied and ruled by others, the 
solution obviously demands a land not occupied and ruled by others, 
where Jews could establish themselves as hosts — a territorial vacuum, 
that is. Ber Borochov made a specific attempt to prove that Zion and 
no other country in the world was the one place where, by historical 
necessity, the problem of the Jews would be solved. 14 And the essence 
of his proof was precisely this argument: that Palestine alone, of all 
countries, was a natural territorial vacuum to which no other people 
was attracted and which only a people in the peculiar condition of 
the Jews would ever claim as the base of a national economy and 
culture. But this argumentation, too, had a very brief life, and a much 
franker answer was given by other Socialist Zionist theorists: in the 
works of J. H. Brenner (1881-1921) and Berl Katzenelson (1887- 
1944), it is made quite clear that nothing in the physical nature and 
political circumstances of Palestine made this the chosen land of 
Zionism. What they saw in Palestine was a place to make a last 
attempt to establish a sound and worthy Jewish life, after having 
abandoned in disillusionment all solutions for the Jewish problem in 
other countries. 15 Why it should be in Zion rather than anywhere else 
that this last ditch fight should be made, they did not even attempt 
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to explain; and in a theory which relies so much on the heroic freedom 
of man s decision, it is natural that such arbitrariness should be 
accepted. 

Ahad Ha’am, who considered the problem of Judaism — the search 
for a new basis for preserving the individuality of Jewish culture — 
to be the question Zionism was called upon to solve, was able to prove 
to his own satisfaction (and with far more telling arguments than 
Borochov's) that Palestine was not a suitable place for solving the 
problem of the Jews, the concrete suffering of an oppressed minority. 
His argument was quite simply that Palestine was not a vacuum, but 
it was occupied and ruled by other peoples with definite national 
interests in the land, and that Jewish mass immigration was not a 
process that existing historical trends could conceivably bring to 
completion in Zion in the foreseeable future. But Ahad Ha'am, in 
turn, gives no serious consideration to the question why Zion must 
be chosen as the place for solving the spiritual problem of Judaism. 
His very telling analysis of the crisis of Jewish culture between the 
Scylla of traditionalist ossification and the Charybdis of disintegration 
and assimilation leads only to the conclusion that Jews need to 
establish somewhere, even in miniature, an autonomous secular com¬ 
munity with a certain degree of social and economic self-sufficiency. 
Logically, what such a solution required was an unoccupied territory, 
a vacuum, free from non-Jewish domination. This alone would provide 
the conditions for a Jewish culture that need not be so defensive 
that it could permit no spontaneity, but would be capable of express¬ 
ing individuality freely without undue influence from a foreign en¬ 
vironment. As to why the autonomous community had to be established 
in Zion — on this point Ahad Haam merely tells us that in their 
vigorous youth the Jews could create a national center; now, in their 
age and weakness, they can only rely on the attraction of the old 
historic home. In another place, he remarks in passing that to seek 
a new national language would be like destroying one's memory. 16 

A similar argument along somewhat different lines is far more 
emphatically, though quite as vaguely, stated by A. D. Gordon (1856- 
1922). He conceives of Jewish culture as a plant which originally 
sprang up from roots in Zion. Uprooted, it became moribund, and to 
restore its health it needs to be replanted in its native soil. 17 While 
Gordon sometimes argues philosophically as well as metaphorically, 
this particular thesis, no matter how often reiterated, remains a mere 
assertion and is neither supported by evidential proof nor derived 
from other basic assumptions of Gordon s system. As to the evidence, 
a critical historian has no difficulty in showing that the fundamental 
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ideas of Jewish tradition may have originated in the desert or the 
Diaspora quite as much as in Zion, and are, in fact, quite independent 
of any geographic location. 18 And when related to the other basic 
conceptions of his own doctrine, Gordon's analysis of the problem 
of Judaism may prove no more than the need for rerooting the Jews 
in a natural environment, not necessarily a particular environment, in 
order that they may draw once more upon the generalized cosmic 
energy with which he believed such contact infuses national culture. 

Basically the tie of the Zionist idea with Zion is not theoretical 
at all. It is an “existential” reality, a historical fact which Zionism 
does not question but knows itself to embody. The fundamental 
movement of Zionism, emotionally even more than intellectually, is 
away from the Enlightenment and back toward tradition. Turning 
from a concept which, to its mind, had dissipated the elements of 
Jewish individuality, Zionism naturally bound itself to the traditional 
symbols of Jewish individuality. If it preached restoration of the 
sovereignty of the Jews in a land of their own, it was symbolically 
obvious that the right land was their own land, the Land of Israel. 
The Zion that Jews remembered in their prayers for centuries was 
inevitably that Zion in which Zionism sought a solution, even if a 
rational solution, of the Jewish problem. It was the only place in which 
Jews felt any sentiment of national ownership. 19 Particularly was this 
true of those concerned primarily with the “problem of Judaism.” 

But once one had settled on Zion as the place to solve the Jewish 
problem, the actual nature of Zion had to be considered rationally. 
What advantages or drawbacks Palestine in fact presented as a site 
upon which to build a Jewish nation was a question upon which 
ideological differences arose. For most Zionists, this debate came 
after a decision irrevocably taken on symbolic grounds. For others — 
particularly those concerned primarily with the “problem of the Jews” 
— the symbolic values won out over practical values only after much 
hesitation; or else they were set aside in favor of “practical” considera¬ 
tions, and a Zionist became a Territorialist and sought to found a 
Jewish ethnic settlement in some place believed to be more richly 
endowed or less encumbered politically than Zion. 

But it should not be imagined that symbolic values alone caused 
the historic fixation of Zionism upon Zion. There were tangible 
historical grounds, apart from Zionism, which placed Palestine con¬ 
cretely in the line of Jewish migration toward the end of the nine¬ 
teenth century. Zionism itself was at first as much a consequence as 
it later became a major contributing cause to this development. More¬ 
over, the pre-Zionist settlement in Palestine had become a standing 
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concern of European Jews and Jewish organizations during the nine¬ 
teenth century. A rational program for the welfare and growth of 
the Jewish community in Palestine, embracing aid to immigrants 
and economic and educational reform, was actively pursued before 
Zionism arose by groups who became non-Zionists or anti-Zionists, 
after the rise of Zionism. To this complex of circumstances the attach¬ 
ment of Zionism to Zion is in no small degree indebted. On the other 
hand, the rise of Zionism, and of its political proposals regarding the 
development and ultimate status of Palestine, caused repercussions 
of various kinds among Jewish groups already concerned with the 
community in the Holy Land. The reactions of these groups and their 
successors were, in turn, factors that Zionism had to take into account 
in evolving the specific forms of its own ideas and activities. 

n 

The Zionist bond to Zion, as we have seen, involved an attempt 
to graft upon the stock of the traditional attachment to the actual 
country a modernist rationale which had no real relationship to the 
actual country. In terms of the rational requirements of Zionist ide¬ 
ology, “Zion” need have meant no more than it meant for the modern¬ 
ists: a place where the “Exile” would be ended and the Jewish problem 
solved. But while the modernists were capable of applying the name 
“Zion” to any country in which Jews were emancipated, the Zionists 
insisted not only that a national ingathering in one country was essen¬ 
tial to solve the Jewish problem, but that the historic Land of Israel, 
and that land alone, was the utopian Zion. In this attachment to the 
actual Zion, the Zionists shared and relied upon a bond that the 
traditionalists had always kept alive. 

The bond was not one of prayer and mythic imagination alone, 
but had always been a bond of pilgrimage and settlement, and of 
continuous communication between the Diaspora and the Jewish 
community in Palestine. Recurrent catastrophes sometimes reduced 
the numbers of the Jewish community in the Holy Land to miniature 
proportions, just as they repeatedly decimated the general population 
of the country. Even when Palestine enjoyed a period of relative 
continuity under a single regime, as during more than two hundred 
years of Mameluke rule following the collapse of the Crusader kingdom 
and four hundred years of Ottoman rule thereafter, the local political 
conditions were anything but stable. During the Mameluke period, 
Palestine was one of the loosely held, outermost Eastern provinces 
of these war lords of Egypt, and it was repeatedly harried by Mongol 
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tribesmen and threatened by Turkish rulers to the northeast. During 
the Ottoman period, too, Palestine was a border province, always 
open to incursions of Bedouin tribes to the southeast and of Mameluke 
rebels to the southwest. At all times local feuds and uncertain tenure 
of local authority made life hazardous. 20 Yet even in those days of 
perpetual unrest and economic decline, immigrants continually re¬ 
plenished the Jewish community. 

The expulsions from Britain and France brought groups of up¬ 
rooted Jews to Palestine in the beginning of the thirteenth century, 
even while the Saracens and Crusaders still fought over its possession. 
In the second generation after the expulsion from Spain, when Otto¬ 
man rule had been established in Palestine, Portuguese Marranos and 
refugees from the Papal states sought a haven in Palestine. Refugees 
came from the disturbed regions of Eastern Europe, too, at the close 
of the seventeenth century and thereafter. Not only the sporadic so¬ 
cial upheavals and Messianic revivals in the Diaspora, but a constant 
impulse of piety led scholars and men and women of sufficient means 
to come to end their days in the Holy Land. And, by the end of the 
eighteenth century, Jewish immigration to Palestine out of religious 
motives was no longer an individual and spontaneous matter, or even 
an episodic venture of chance groups. Rival factions of the Hassidic 
movement, as well as the outstanding opponents of Hassidism, the 
disciples of Rabbi Elijah of Vilna (1720-1797), regarded the settle¬ 
ment of their representatives in the holy cities as a significant advantage 
in prestige for their movement, a valuable gain in the odor of sanc¬ 
tity. In consequence the immigration of pious Jews of the Ashkenazic 
community was not only encouraged but virtually organized as well 
as supported during the late eighteenth and early nineteenth 
centuries. 21 

Neither conditions in Palestine nor the kind of immigrant who 
came favored a large or steady growth in the Jewish community, 
despite the continuing influx. During the Ottoman period, Jewish 
subjects of the Sultan moved freely in and out of Palestine from 
other parts of the far-flung Empire, from North Africa to the Balkans 
— as did also Moslems and Christians. The Ottoman Empire was 
hospitable, moreover, to refugees from Christian Europe. But the 
Jewish immigrants and residents were drawn to Constantinople, 
Damascus, or Cairo, where economic and political conditions were 
far more favorable, rather than to Palestine. Of those who settled in 
the Holy Land, only a small part were supported by the local economy 
as tradesmen, artisans, or farmers. A disproportionate part of the 
community was made up of old people, especially widows, and 
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impecunious scholars, dependent on donations from abroad. The 
Ashkenazic immigrants, who began in the eighteenth century to be¬ 
come an increasingly important element in the community, were 
economically dependent in an even higher proportion than the rest. 
The difference in language, customs, and conditions of trade and 
production in Palestine from their old homes in Eastern Europe made 
it harder for them than for the Sephardic or Arabic-speaking Jews to 
become self-supporting within the Palestinian economy. 22 

Under the circumstances the Jewish community, like the popula¬ 
tion of Palestine as a whole, while it responded with remarkable 
rapidity to locally favorable conditions by rising sharply in numbers, 
continually was driven down by catastrophes or dropped off under 
the attrition of chronic hardships to miniature proportions. The whole 
population of Palestine, a region that in Roman times had probably 
supported three million, was in the neighborhood of three hundred 
thousand at the beginning of Ottoman rule and did not grow larger 
in a period of three centuries. 23 The variations which took place did 
not substantially increase the total for any significant period of time, 
but caused a temporary increase of the population in one part of 
Palestine together with its decrease elsewhere, as conditions of eco¬ 
nomic stability and political security varied from place to place. The 
Jewish population experienced not only sudden shifts of concentra¬ 
tion, as when earthquake, plague, and pillage drove the community 
of Safed to seek new homes in Jerusalem or fiscal exactions caused 
an exodus from Jerusalem to Gaza, but also occasional very rapid 
general rises of population, favored by transient conditions. Thus at 
the height of its flowering in the sixteenth century, the Jewish 
community of Safed was variously estimated as counting from twelve 
to forty, or even seventy thousand tax-paying households — or, at the 
more reasonable estimate, forty thousand persons. In the mid¬ 
eighteenth century the growth of the community in Jerusalem to a 
reported figure of ten thousand aroused the ire of the local authorities, 
who took drastic measures to reduce their number. 24 These mani¬ 
festations of a capacity for growth were neither lasting nor continuous, 
for the community was always driven back to a very low figure. The 
approximately six thousand Jews who were reported to Sir Moses 
Montefiore (1784-1885) to be living in Palestine in 1839 were equal 
in number to the community at the beginning of Ottoman rule in the 
sixteenth century or to those living in Palestine in the late thirteenth 
century — and there were times when oppression or natural calamities 
drove the number still lower. 25 

The political instability and economic decline of Palestine as a 
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whole; and the special difficulties of adjustment confronting the Jewish 
community, made up as it was of a large proportion of dependent 
persons and new immigrants, were well understood by the Jewish 
leaders of the time. Their awareness of these difficulties led them 
sometimes to adopt negative conclusions. Realizing that the Jewish 
community could only be maintained artificially by subsidies from 
abroad and that constant vigilance was required to ward off threats 
from greedy authorities and hostile neighbors in the Holy Land, the 
Palestinian leaders often were opposed to ill-considered immigration. 
Jews abroad, especially Ashkenazim, were strongly advised on more 
than one occasion not to come to Palestine if they were young and 
needed to support themselves; those who were old and of independent 
means were counselled to invest their funds at home, in Europe, in 
ventures from which they could expect to derive a secure income 
to maintain them in the Holy Land. 26 The leader of one group of 
religious devotees immigrating to Palestine was gravely disturbed 
when his pilgrimage was joined by a following of refugees, simple 
poor people seeking a new, secure home in Palestine. 27 Such attitudes 
of caution were opposed, of course, to the traditional tendency to 
favor immigration to the Holy Land unconditionally; but they were 
dictated by a realistic concern over the difficulties of financing the 
needs of almost a whole community by appeals to Jews abroad, and 
a desire to keep this problem within manageable limits. 

Conditions in Palestine guaranteed that one aim of this °restric- 
tionist attitude” — if one may so describe what was merely a charac¬ 
teristic reaction rather than a considered “policy” — would be realized. 
The uncertainties of life in Palestine kept the community small. But 
the smallness of the community was not enough to achieve the other 
aim of the Jewish leaders: to reduce the dependence of the com¬ 
munity on funds from abroad. In addition to its chronic condition of 
economic dependency, extortionate demands by the local tax farmers 
or eruptions of hostility threatened the community on numerous 
occasions with bankruptcy, or with expulsion, and appeals to Jews 
abroad became necessary. In the course of time both the Sephardic 
and Ashkenazic communities directed their appeals not only to Con¬ 
stantinople or to Austria-Hungary and Poland, where their kinsmen 
and townsmen lived, but more and more to the wealthy and influential 
Jewish communities of Western Europe and, later, of the United 
States as well. 28 In the nineteenth century, the growing influence of 
the West in Near Eastern affairs caused the Western Jewish com¬ 
munities to play an increasingly important role in the Holy Land, 
as well as in other parts of the crumbling Ottoman Empire where the 
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Jewish question arose in a new form. The characteristic attitudes of 
the Western Jews, as well as the general influence of the West in 
the area, significantly altered the conditions of the Jewish community 
in Palestine, and so too the attitude that had to be taken to its problems. 
Hence, they also altered the nature of the bond between Diaspora 
Jewry and the “actual Zion,” the Jewish community in the Holy Land. 

The first effect of the new conditions was a renewed growth of 
the Jewish community, no longer sporadic but steady, cumulative, 
and relatively large. In 1856, sixteen years after Sir Moses Montefiore 
had been given a count of 6,500 Jews in Palestine, their number had 
risen to an estimated 10,600; and in 1876, twenty years later, a study 
by a British Jewish delegation found a Jewish population of 13,920 
in Jerusalem alone, more than double the number of 5,700 reported 
in 1856. 29 

The growth of the Jewish community cannot be attributed to 
improved economic conditions or other general factors benefiting the 
country as a whole. All reports of the time agree in painting the 
general situation of Palestine in the blackest colors. “For centuries 
the country has been declining and it is still declining,” wrote the 
American consul in Jerusalem in 1880. “The population and the wealth 
of Palestine has not increased during the last forty years,” he de¬ 
clared. 30 The increase in the Jewish population was based, then, on 
a specific factor: from 1840 on, European consuls were stationed in 
Jerusalem and they, together with the ambassadors of the Western 
powers in Constantinople, extended their protection to non-Ottoman 
Jewish pilgrims and settlers who came to the Holy Land. 31 

The relatively sharp increase in the Jewish community, unaccom¬ 
panied by any expansion of economic activity in the country at large 
and made up in growing proportion of Ashkenazim, whose adjustment 
to the local economic situation was particularly difficult, raised in a 
more acute form the problem of maintaining the community. To some 
extent, the Jewish settlers (particularly, no doubt, those born in the 
country) took up productive trades; and furthermore, the sums 
collected abroad for the support of the community were substantially 
increased by a more systematic effort. 32 But despite these palliatives, 
the difficulties of maintaining a steadily growing community of de¬ 
pendents forced a new consideration of economic as well as political 
means to solve a problem that could no longer be ignored. 

The problem could no longer be ignored, moreover, because of 
the increasing reliance of the Palestine community upon Western 
Jews for both financial and political assistance. And when Western 
Jews assumed a major responsibility for the settlement in Palestine, 
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they brought to this task a new attitude, one that could not possibly 
reconcile itself to economic and political dependency as a basis of 
communal existence. 

Even while engaged in the final battles to establish beyond ques¬ 
tion their emancipation at home, leaders of Western Jewry also found 
themselves involved in the defense of equal rights under the law as a 
solution of the Jewish problem in foreign countries. The Ottoman 
Empire in particular, from about 1840 on, was felt by French and 
British Jews, and soon also by German, Austrian, and even American 
Jews, to demand their attention. The rights of Jews in Turkey and 
in its autonomous principalities were their concern almost as much 
as was the completion of the Jewish emancipation in their own 
countries. This was a natural consequence of the special position 
European powers began to occupy in Ottoman affairs. 

From the time the European powers in concert intervened to end 
Mohammed Ali’s rebellion against the Sublime Porte in 1840, the 
influence of Western powers was felt with increasing effect in the 
whole area from North Africa to the Balkans. The same attention 
which Russia had been able to grant to Greek Orthodox and France 
to Roman Catholic interests in the Ottoman realm, Britain began to 
extend not only to Protestants (of whom there were few) but to Jews 
— especially to those Russian Jewish settlers in Palestine whom, in 
1847-1849, the Russians agreed to release to British protection. 33 The 
consuls and ambassadors of the other Western powers, too, had 
occasion to intercede with the Porte when Jews who were citizens 
of European countries or under their protection were molested by 
officials or by the populace in countries of the Ottoman realm. 34 

But the growth of European influence was itself a major indirect 
cause of unrest in the area, out of which arose difficulties for the 
Jews that then required Western intervention. For by direct expansion 
of European authority into formerly Ottoman territory, and through 
the encouragement given to nationalist rebellion by Western demo¬ 
cratic and Russian Pan-Slavic ideas, the old order was undermined. 
In the troubled conditions that followed in territories slipping from 
Turkish control, the Jewish problem arose in an acute and modern 
form, and Western Jews were called upon to alleviate and if possible 
to solve it. 

When war broke out with the French in Algeria in the 1830’s and 
with the Spanish in Morocco in 1859, the Arabs, who had habitually 
treated the Jews of these areas with abusive contempt, now treated 
them as potential or actual allies of their enemies. The ensuing pillage 
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and violence confronted the Jews of France and England, first of all, 
with the responsibility for providing refugee Jews with immediate 
relief and for finding them new homes. 35 After the wars, however, 
the problem became one of reconstructing a secure status for North 
African Jewry. The effect of the French conquest of Algeria had been 
to abrogate old ghetto institutions of the Jewish community, and the 
French Jews now took up the fight to win for their brethren a new 
status fully equal to the emancipation of their own community. In 
spite of some opposition, most of the Algerian Jews themselves will¬ 
ingly accepted a new status of French citizenship. In other North 
African countries, not integrated into metropolitan France, the West¬ 
ern Jews sought with varying success to safeguard the rights of their 
brethren by special provisions in the peace treaties ending the wars 
or by arrangements with the protectorate authorities. 36 In any case, 
the effect of the European incursion had been to bring immediate 
suffering upon the Jews, and to upset their old institutions — both of 
which conditions made it the duty of the Jews in the metropolis to 
seek a new, secure status for their North African brethren, a status 
which they naturally conceived along the lines of their own 
emancipation. 

The impact of European influences had similar repercussions at 
the other end of the Ottoman realm, in the Balkan principalities. 
Under the pressure of European powers, the Ottoman Empire was 
forced to yield rights of autonomy to its Balkan, Christian-populated 
principalities of Serbia and of Wallachia and Moldavia. The Jewish 
community in those provinces not only suffered from the customary 
inconveniences of a despised minority in a war-torn area. It was also 
the victim of one of the first manifestations of a peculiarly modern 
form of the Jewish problem which has since become widely familiar. 

In the Rumanian provinces (as in a different way, too, in Algeria) 
the Jews found that they had more to fear from a rising nationalism 
than from the traditional disabilities that they had known for genera¬ 
tions. Under the Ottomans, the Jews, together with other non- 
Moslems, had occupied a subordinate but tolerated status. Rebelling 
against this status, the Greeks, Slavs, and Rumanians fought for the 
Western democratic principle of nationality. But when the Rumanians 
won this fight, with the aid of European powers, and obtained at 
least a status of autonomy under Ottoman suzerainty, they adamantly 
refused to grant the Jews among them the Western status of Jewish 
emancipation. Stubbornly resisting Jewish claims on this score, they 
did not fall back for justification on the traditional discrimination 
against Jews on religious grounds. Instead they based their discrimina- 
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tion on the modern principle of nationality. Adopting the same line 
as did foes of the Jews in the first struggles over emancipation, they 
declared the Jews were a foreign nationality, aliens in the land of 
their birth. If an alien status formally imposed on the Jews seemed 
a hardship and created a problem, they were prepared to accept as 
an alternative — the evacuation of the Jews from their country and 
their resettlement elsewhere. This solution the Western Jews rejected 
on principle, and they insisted on the natural rights of the Jews in 
their native lands, invoking international guarantees; but, nevertheless, 
they were forced to concern themselves with the emergency require¬ 
ments of a sporadically continuing flow of refugees. 37 

The Rumanian attitude continued to occupy the attention of West¬ 
ern Jewish leaders throughout the nineteenth and into the twentieth 
century; that is, even after Rumania became fully independent. When 
the question first arose, Rumania was part of the Ottoman Empire. 
For contemporary Western Jewries, the Rumanian situation was part 
of a complex of Ottoman problems which was their responsibility 
because of the rights of intervention the Western powers possessed 
under treaties and, in particular, the capitulations. The most disturbing 
problem of the Ottoman area, and one which precipitated not only 
a transient flurry of activity but the permanent organization of Jews 
to protect their brethren abroad, was the series of ritual murder 
charges levelled against Jews and the outbreaks of violence which 
accompanied them. 

Such incidents, to be sure, were based on ancient religious prej¬ 
udices and occurred not only in Turkish provinces but throughout 
the Jewish world, from Russia to the United States. But beginning 
with the Damascus and Rhodes affairs of 1840 and erupting in mount¬ 
ing frequency through the 1870’s, this ancient prejudice caused con¬ 
tinual outbreaks, in which Christians of the Eastern churches were 
particularly active, against the Jews in the Ottoman realm. The violent 
hostility to Jews of Christian rayahs in the Ottoman Empire was not 
unconnected with the mounting nationalist unrest among those sub¬ 
ject peoples, and the combination of clericalism with nationalism 
produced an anti-Semitic mood of a distinctly modern character. 38 

The reaction of the Jews to the unrest in the decaying Ottoman 
Empire was a similar mixture of traditional measures with modern 
attitudes. The same world-wide solidarity which Jews had always 
demonstrated in times of distress now, too, led British and French 
Jews to cooperate in financing the relief and resettlement of Algerian 
refugees or the feeding of famine-stricken Polish or Persian Jews; or 
to join with other Jews throughout the world in intercessions to their 
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own governments and other influential quarters in such matters as 
the Damascus affair in 1840 or the Mortara case in 1858. 39 At the end 
of that nearly twenty-year period, the Western Jewish communities, 
who at first met these emergencies as they arose by the improvised 
measures of eminent individuals like Sir Moses Montefiore or Adolphe 
Cremieux, organized internationally to give continuous attention to 
the rights and interests of the Jews throughout the world. 

In reaction to the Mortara affair, a permanent Jewish organization 
for this purpose, the Alliance Israelite Universelle, was organized in 
1860 with its center in Paris and constituent committees in many 
countries. Somewhat earlier, American Jewry, a young and small 
community, established its Board of Delegates of American Israelites, 
which was also a direct response to the Mortara affair and sought too 
"to elevate the social condition of Israelites in countries where the 
laws discriminated against them.” 40 Following the Franco-German 
War of 1870, the branches of the Alliance in some countries outside 
France were set up as independent organizations devoted to the same 
end; and in this way were founded the Anglo-Jewish Association in 
1871 and the Israelitische Allianz in Austria in 1872. 41 German Jewry 
in 1901 established its own Hilfsverein der deutschen Juden. 42 

These organizations, cooperating to the same end, aimed to carry 
out a traditional Jewish duty —mutual aid on an international scale 
— but they were guided also by the principles of a modern ideology. 
They strove to extend the Emancipation and Enlightenment they had 
achieved at home to countries which had not yet adopted this rational 
solution of the Jewish problem, including especially the provinces 
and successor states of the Ottoman Empire, and among them the 
Holy Land. 

The methods adopted by the champions of Emancipation for Jews 
abroad differed from traditional methods, since their new ideology 
made them reject solutions that satisfied traditionalists. (On the other 
hand, their methods were not clearly distinguished from those after¬ 
wards adopted by Zionism, until the Zionist ideology arose and forced 
a distinction to be made.) Traditionalists did not rebel against a 
status of chronic oppression, and resorted to remedial measures only 
when oppression became acute. The exactions of established authori¬ 
ties, whether they were feudal lords in Europe or rapacious pashas 
in Palestine, were met by help from abroad, if they were too great 
for the local purse, or by intercession with the higher authorities. And 
if these methods failed, or if the trouble came not from the authorities 
but from the collapse of authority, then Jews helped each other find 
new homes elsewhere. For in the traditionalist Exile, no status was 
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expected to be too secure nor was any home in the Diaspora trusted 
to be permanent. 43 

When the Western Jews sought to apply the principles of their 
own emancipated status to territories of the Ottoman realm or of 
Eastern Europe, they hoped to remedy not only the acute but the 
chronic oppression of the Jews and to replace it by equality and free¬ 
dom. But only in Algeria, which became an integral part of France, 
could the new status be sought directly. 44 In the Ottoman Empire 
itself, no more could be attempted than to gain greater security under 
the system of capitulations, or under Imperial decrees, issued in order 
to please European powers and granting the Jews the same degree 
of official toleration as other non-Moslem subject populations. 45 These 
were techniques that resembled the mediaeval appeals for specific 
grants of protection and, on the other hand, foreshadowed the later 
nationalist demands for minority rights. And when even these ex¬ 
pedients failed, as in Rumania, then there remained only the resort 
to emigration 46 — this, too, a technique which recalled either the 
mediaeval search for havens of temporary refuge, or the later na¬ 
tionalist projects for a concentrated territorial settlement of the Jews 
in a country of their own from which they could no longer be expelled. 
Thus, the situation in the Ottoman regions, as in Eastern Europe, led 
the Western Jews, out of the desire to extend their own emancipated 
status to other Jews, into practical expedients that implied at least a 
compromise with, if not an acceptance of, rival ideologies. 

In much the same way, unexpectedly complicated relationships 
with traditionalists and nationalists arose — particularly in Palestine — 
out of the attempt to apply another, equally important principle of 
Western modernism. Not only Emancipation, but Enlightenment was 
required for the solution of the Jewish problem, according to the 
doctrine of the Western Jews. The situation in Palestine presented a 
classic illustration of this point. A community almost entirely devoted 
to religious exercises and traditional studies which, whatever sanctity 
one might ascribe to them, were quite without practical utility needed 
one thing above all, in Western eyes: it needed an educational reform 
that would bring modern science and general culture and, above all, 
vocational training to make the young Jews capable of supporting 
themselves and their community. Led by the Alliance Israelite Uni- 
verselle, the several Jewish organizations devoted themselves, wherever 
their resources and the influence of their governments could reach, 
to the establishment of hospitals, workshops, and, above all, schools 
— the humanitarian armory of the Enlightenment — for the benefit of 
the Jewish community. 47 These gifts were so obviously needed that, 
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on the whole, they were warmly welcomed. But the ideology by which 
they were motivated (as well as the political implications of such 
cultural infiltration by French or German language institutions into 
Ottoman areas) also aroused some conflicts. 

Nowhere were the conflicts more marked than in Palestine. They 
began with ideological differences between the old Ashkenazic set¬ 
tlers and their would-be benefactors. The Zionist settlers then 
appeared as allies of the Western effort to reform the economy and 
educational perspectives of the community in the Holy Land. And, 
in the end, the Zionists came into conflict with the Western Jews 
active in Palestine over the political and cultural objectives and 
methods of their common attempt to create a new basis for the Jewish 
community in Palestine. But, these conflicts apart, the record of Jewish 
activity in Palestine throughout the nineteenth century had created a 
new, intricately institutionalized bond with Zion, a structure into 
which the activities of the World Zionist Organization itself became 
integrated. 


in 

The ideas and prospects that appealed to practically all Jews 
concerned with the settlement in Palestine at the time when Western 
influence in the area began to mount are illustrated by the diary notes 
of Sir Moses Montefiore. During his second visit to the Holy Land, 
in 1839, Montefiore resolved to visit Mohammed Ali, who then con¬ 
trolled Palestine, in order to request 

. . . that he will permit land and villages to be rented on a lease of 
fifty years, free from all taxes or claims of governors, the rent to be paid 
at Alexandria; that he will allow me to send people to assist and instruct 
the Jews in a better mode of cultivating the land, the olive, the vine, cotton 
and mulberries, as well as the breeding of sheep; finally, that he will give 
me a firman to open banks in Beyrout, Jaffa, Jerusalem and Cairo. I 
sincerely pray that my journey to the Holy Land may prove beneficial to 
the Jews; not only to those who are already there, but to many others who 
may come to settle in the Holy Cities, either from love for the Land of 
Promise, or from a desire to quit countries where persecution prevents their 
living in peace . 48 

Sir Moses' plan included, on the political side, the grant of a 
special status to the Jewish community which would not only free it 
from the authority of local tax farmers but allow a wide autonomy 
to be exercised. The security of the new legal status would benefit 
both the existing settlement and new immigrants, who would come 
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to the Land of Israel to find a refuge from persecution as well as 
a home for their traditional culture. On the economic side, Montefiore 
not only planned to establish the Jews on the land and in productive 
industry, providing the education and expert guidance needed for 
such an undertaking. In a manner that foreshadowed Herzl, he also 
proposed to rebuild the economic health of the entire region. The 
increased production brought about by the Jewish settlement would 
of itself increase tax revenues and stimulate general economic growth, 
but Montefiore held out an even more enticing prospect as an induce¬ 
ment for granting the political concessions he desired. He indicated 
that he would establish banks in key cities which would expand credit 
in the whole area. And, lastly, on the educational side, Sir Moses 
built his whole project on a plan for introducing more modern and 
more practical studies into the schooling of young Jews in Palestine. 

This frame of mind was by no means unparalleled in those years. 
Another interesting figure of the time was Rabbi Judah Bibas (d. 
1852) of Corfu. This rabbi, under the immediate impression of 
contemporary Balkan nationalism, said quite plainly that it was time 
the Jews learned to employ arms so that, like the Greeks, they might 
take advantage of the democratic era to seek their sovereign freedom 
in Palestine. He held, furthermore, that it was now necessary not only 
to add secular studies to the sacred studies traditional among Jews, 
but that the circumstances might even demand neglecting the latter 
in favor of the former — for the Torah was like a normal diet for the 
Jews, to be taken regularly when well, but secular sciences were a 
medicine which they must take when ill. 49 These views of Bibas’ were 
developed in the succeeding generation by Rabbi Judah Alcalay, the 
author of detailed political, economic, and organizational plans of 
operations to achieve the establishment of the Jewish State in Pales¬ 
tine. 50 

However, the attempts to put ideas of reform into effect caused 
differences to arise which, at some points, hardened into ideological 
principles. In the beginning, opposition arose not against the political 
objective of the Western Jews (to secure a new status on behalf of 
the Jews already in Palestine and of potential immigrants) nor against 
their economic plans (to establish Jews on the land or in new in¬ 
dustries). It was the educational projects by which Western Jews 
hoped to make possible their economic reforms that first antagonized 
a part of the old settlers in Palestine. 

The economic difficulties of the growing community in the Holy 
Land, and particularly in Jerusalem, were so acute that there was 
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general approval for any measures directly intended to solve them. 
The rabbis and communal leaders themselves proposed to Western 
benefactors plans to establish industries and farms; to disperse the 
overcrowded residents of Jerusalem not only to new quarters outside 
the walls but also to outlying rural areas; or even to adopt a quite 
different expedient and support the emigration of such Jews as 
wished to leave the country and seek their living elsewhere. 51 How¬ 
ever, the idea of encouraging Jews to adopt new occupations that 
could support them in Palestine involved the introduction of new 
educational methods and subjects of study. On this point the Western 
Jews encountered the stubborn resistance of one section of the tradi¬ 
tionalist community in Israel; for while the Sephardic community 
accepted quite readily the new educational institutions of the Western 
benefactors, many of the Ashkenazim resisted such proposals bitterly 
and refused to have anything to do with them after they were 
established. 

The roots of the opposition to educational reforms and secular 
studies may be traced to Eastern Europe. There, the Enlightenment 
program of reeducating the Jews according to the modern European 
standards had not come as one aspect of a successful Emancipation 
of the Jews. It was a program that enlightened despots attempted to 
impose upon the Jews while holding them in subjection. Only a small 
group of devotees of the Enlightenment among the Jews supported 
this program. That group, of course, hoped that Emancipation would 
follow. However, in most of Eastern Europe, Emancipation was a 
hope entertained by enlightened Jews but not widely supported by 
enlightened Gentiles, and the actual situation remained that of the 
ancien regime. Nothing compelled the East European Jews to regard 
emancipation as the status to which they must adjust willy-nilly. The 
bulk of the community remained true to traditionalism, accordingly, 
and attempts at the enforced enlightenment of the Jews through 
government-sponsored rabbinical seminaries and schools were resisted 
as a plot by hostile authorities to undermine traditional Jewish 
culture. Efforts of Jewish protagonists of the Enlightenment to ad¬ 
vocate the new educational ideals within the community, and their 
eagerness to help the government impose them against the com¬ 
munity’s will, merely aroused a violent antagonism among the Jews 
to the whole movement of Enlightenment. 52 

Many of the leaders of the Ashkenazic community in Palestine in 
the first half of the nineteenth century had lived through this ideolog¬ 
ical conflict and fought to maintain the integrity of Jewish tradition 
against the despotic Enlightenment of the Austrian Kaiser or the 
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Russian Czar, and against enlightened Jews whom they regarded 
as renegades. They had learned to resist as both subversive and 
tyrannical attempts to reform the traditional methods of study. Thus 
when similar projects were proposed to them by Western benefactors 
whose good will and loyalty to Jewish tradition were unimpeachable 
they could not, like the Sephardim, approach these ideas with an open 
mind. They could not admit the obvious drawbacks in the very narrow 
concentration of their studies, as had Ashkenazic as well as Sephardic 
rabbis in earlier times, 53 for their reaction was determined by the 
conflict that constituted one of their own life experiences. 

Consequently, in 1856 the Ashkenazim of Jerusalem rejected the 
offer of the Austrian von Laemel family to build a school where 
general studies would be taught. 54 They opposed the Evelina de 
Rothschild school for girls, initiated by Sir Moses Montefiore in 1855 
and reopened under its new name by the British Rothschilds in the 
1860’s. 55 After these schools were nevertheless established, the ban 
on them was maintained by the Ashkenazic authorities in Jerusalem, 
and it was chiefly the Sephardim who took advantage of their 
facilities. A similar attitude held for the schools then founded by the 
Alliance Israelite Universelle, and even fiercer antagonism was shown 
when the early Zionists of the Hovevei-Zion movement began to 
establish modern schools in Palestine. 56 

Not only the condemnation of both modernist groups by the 
Ashkenazic traditionalists, but their common search for a rational 
solution of the problems of the Palestine community through agri¬ 
culture, industry, and, above all, education made allies of the Western 
Jews and the early Zionists. When the Alliance Israelite Universelle 
was founded in 1860, the French Jews who were most active in it 
stood in continual correspondence with such proto-Zionist rabbis as 
Zvi Hirsch Kalischer and Judah Alcalay. The ideas of resettlement 
in Palestine and of the economic, political, and educational activities 
prerequisite to that aim were very close to such men as Charles 
Netter (1826-1882), the active leader of the Alliance. After the 
Crimean War there was a renewed interest in extending French in¬ 
fluence in the Levant. French political writers suggested that not 
only the traditional protection of an autonomous Christian province 
of Lebanon but the support of an autonomous Jewish province of 
Palestine could serve this purpose. 57 Netter himself saw Palestine as 
a place in which to resettle victims of anti-Jewish disturbances in 
Persia or in the Balkans. 58 These tendencies were given a concrete, 
institutional expression when in 1870 the Alliance Israelite Universelle 
founded the agricultural school of Mikveh Israel, and in 1882, 59 
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when Netter brought in a group of refugee orphans from Brody as 
students. 

As Zionism became a more sharply defined movement, with specific 
objectives not only stated but carried into effect through concrete 
activities directed toward the ultimate aim, the Alliance and other 
Western groups were no longer able to react to it merely with a 
diffuse sympathy. They had to define their position more clearly 
toward both the aims and activities of the new movement; and, thus 
challenged to convert general sympathy into specific commitments, 
they contracted their sympathy instead. Yet in one field, the field of 
education, the Zionist immigrants and the Western Jewish organiza¬ 
tions remained closely allied. Children from the new farm settlements 
went to school at Mikveh Israel. For the rapidly increasing city 
population — particularly in Jerusalem — the Alliance and other West¬ 
ern organizations founded general and vocational schools; and here 
again both student body and teachers included a significant proportion 
of adherents of the new Zionist views. 60 After 1880, Zionist settlers 
and teachers, with the support of Zionist organizations abroad, began 
to establish similar schools, particularly devoted to cultivating the 
Hebrew language. 61 The instant antagonism which this aroused in 
the traditionalist community, as well as the educational purposes 
shared with the Western-sponsored schools, strengthened the bond 
between Zionists and modernists. The tie was close enough so that 
when the Hilfsverein der deutschen Juden planned to set up a tech¬ 
nological institute in Haifa, they thought of a Russian Jewish fund 
as the sponsor. And, indeed, funds left by Wolf Wissotzky, patron and 
employer of Ahad Ha’am, in a trust of which Ahad Ha’am was one 
of the administrators, were allotted to the German organization for 
that purpose. 62 

This project, however, ended in an ideological clash that brought 
to a head the underlying differences between the Zionists and the 
Western reformers. The Zionists had long felt that the Alliance schools 
served as a medium of assimilation to French culture, if not a tool of 
French cultural propaganda. Western Jews, on the other hand, often 
regarded as chimerical the Zionist dreams of converting Hebrew 
into a modern spoken language and of making Jewish schools the 
nursery of a modern Hebrew culture. Battle was joined on this issue 
in 1913 when the Hilfsverein, which had hitherto accepted the 
standards of Hebrew training advocated by the Zionists more will¬ 
ingly than other Westerners, now proposed to make German instead 
of Hebrew the language of instruction for scientific subjects in the 
proposed Haifa Technical School. A teachers’ strike which broke out 
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throughout the country against this decision was a critical event in 
the movement to revive Hebrew as a spoken language. 63 After the 
first World War ended, the Zionist movement took over responsibility 
for the projected Haifa Technion and most of the other Jewish 
schools in Palestine, and formally established Hebrew as the language 
of instruction. 

Of all the methods for improving the situation of the Palestine 
Jewish community, the proposals for economic development alone 
evoked no objection in principle but were favored by the tradition¬ 
alists, by the Western Jews, and by the Zionists. To make the com¬ 
munity more nearly self-supporting was an aim that everyone 
accepted. Differences arose only over the means to be employed 
toward this end (as when traditionalists rejected educational reforms 
the modernists thought essential for their economic plans) or over 
the broader purposes for which the economic projects themselves 
might serve as a foundation (as when the Zionists proclaimed the 
achievement of Jewish sovereignty in Palestine as the object of Jewish 
colonization). 

Sir Moses Montefiore, perhaps the earliest modern Western spon¬ 
sor of projects for the economic rehabilitation of the Jews in Palestine, 
found traditionalist Jews with ideas like his own on his early visits 
to the Holy Land. 64 Nor were all attempts at establishing farm settle¬ 
ments or new industrial enterprises initiated by Western benefactors. 
From the mid-nineteenth century, when security in Palestine improved 
owing to Western influence, well into the period of Zionist coloniza¬ 
tion, the old pre-Zionist Jewish settlers in Palestine continued to under¬ 
take isolated attempts at rural settlement or to develop new branches 
of enterprise on their own initiative. Sephardim and Ashkenazim alike 
gladly accepted Western aid in the establishment of an orchard, or 
a workshop, or the construction of a new housing development, and 
cooperated in turn with economic enterprises initiated by their bene¬ 
factors, notwithstanding the opposition of some of them to the new 
Western schools. So, too, when Zionist settlers set up as farmers or 
began to work as artisans, the old settlement welcomed this accession 
of strength, whatever the quarrels between the two over modern 
Hebrew-language schooling or the observance of the Biblical sab¬ 
batical year in the farm settlements. 65 The relations between the 
Western patrons of the Palestine Jewish community and the new 
Zionist settlers were closer still, owing to their common interest in 
establishing Jewish settlements on the land. 

It is true that the plans for agricultural settlement and economic 
development came in time to imply different and much broader 
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perspectives from those that were most important at first. When the 
Palestinian rabbis petitioned Sir Moses Montefiore in 1839 to help 
settle Jews on the soil, they were concerned primarily with the existing 
community and its economic problems. In Montefiore’s program, as 
we have noted, the development of agriculture and industry in Pales¬ 
tine was to provide for the support of new immigrants as well as 
those already in the country. This was an aim the rabbis undoubtedly 
shared, though they may not have stressed it. And while Montefiore’s 
plan specifically referred to immigration, it is clear that he was not 
so possessed by the idea of a large-scale resettlement of Palestine 
that the economic rehabilitation of the existing community alone 
would seem picayune to him, as it logically would to a doctrinaire 
Zionist. Throughout his long life Sir Moses’ absorbing interest in the 
economic welfare of the Jews living in Palestine never flagged. But 
sometimes his hope of persuading British Jewry to promote immigra¬ 
tion to Palestine was reduced to a wistful desire; and at other times 
Sir Moses plainly preferred the resettlement of Jewish refugees in 
other countries than Palestine. 66 

Yet in the course of time, Jewish economic reconstruction in Pales¬ 
tine became overwhelmingly a program for the assistance of new 
immigrants rather than for the rehabilitation of residents. It grew to 
significant proportions, in fact, only when new immigrants became 
the chief concern. The immigrants who came, moreover, were largely 
brought in on a wave of Zionist impulses. Thus the rise of Zionist 
immigration coincided with, or brought about, a greater, more com¬ 
plex, and more institutional involvement of Western Jewry with the 
Palestine community and with the problems of immigration to Pales¬ 
tine than already existed before. 67 This situation, of course, contained 
the possibility of the ideological differences which became explicit 
with the appearance of Herzl. But, on the other hand, before Herzl 
came, Zionism had already entered into compacts of far-reaching 
cooperation and mutual accommodation with Jews of the West. 

The first truly historic period of modern Jewish immigration to 
Palestine began at the time of the Zionist movement of the 1880’s. 
In the forty years from 1840 to 1880 there had also been immigration, 
of course, and the Jewish community had increased from between 
five to ten thousand to a figure of about twenty-five thousand. The 
next roughly equal period, up to the beginning of the first World 
War in 1914, saw the Jewish population increase even more sharply, 
to a figure of around a hundred thousand. Not only the rapid increase 
in numbers, but the political motives and the objective political effects 
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of the new immigration had a historic bearing that did not escape 
contemporaries. From the 1880’s on, the Turks, who until then had 
fluctuated between benevolence and negligent obstruction in their 
attitude towards Jewish immigrants, now became set in their opposi¬ 
tion — though they were far from perfectly efficient in preventing the 
growth of the community, and quite capable of being persuaded to 
relax their bans when suitably pressed or courted. 68 As for the Western 
Jews who traditionally supported the constructive economic and edu¬ 
cational efforts of their fellow-Jews in the Ottoman Empire, and 
particularly in Palestine, the new political implications of such efforts 
in connection with relatively large-scale and ideologically motivated 
immigration to Palestine forced them, too, to reexamine their position. 

The efforts of the Western Jews on behalf of their brethren in 
Ottoman territories had never been inseparable from political con¬ 
siderations. Some kind of diplomatic intercession with Turkish au¬ 
thorities had almost always been required in order to make possible 
even minor projects. In the decades after 1840 the Turks were often 
disposed to assent to requests from the West for the benefit of Jews, 
even though it frequently remained a difficult matter to induce local 
authorities to be quite so cooperative. 

The general privileges secured to non-Moslems in this period, and 
the protection accorded them by Western powers, were concessions 
the Turks made not under duress but in relatively willing response. 
Those who demanded the enactment of reforms and privileges were 
not victorious foes but allied powers, who had rescued the Ottomans 
from rebels like Mohammed Ali or enemies like the Russians. 69 

To include the Jews under these decrees of rights was particularly 
easy and even appealing for the Porte. For while the grant of rights 
to Christian minorities, under Western protection, placed the Turks 
in the unhappy position of conceding their own past guilt, or the 
guilt of Moslems generally toward Christians, this was not the case 
with the Jews. It was the Christians in the Ottoman Empire, and 
above all the semiautonomous Christian principalities, who were 
guilty of the excesses against which Jews sought security. When the 
Sultan decreed the equality of the Jews with his other non-Moslem 
subjects, or when he condemned the ritual murder libels, he was not 
in effect letting Europe protect his own subjects against himself; he 
was, in a way, protecting a part of his own subjects against Europe. 
It was a role which, no doubt, was particularly gratifying when the 
Sultan was able to join the Western powers in international action 
against his recalcitrant Rumanian viceroys. 70 

There were similar reasons for the Porte to be hospitable to Jewish 
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immigrants. Of primary importance was the fact that, in what 
amounted to a depopulated area, the Turks were interested in any 
new sources of taxable development. The period, moreover, was one 
in which the encroachments of Christian power forced many Moslems 
to emigrate, from the Caucasus and the Balkans on the East to Algeria 
on the West. These refugees the Sultan welcomed to such lands as 
Syria and Palestine, which they served not only to resettle but to 
garrison. 71 The political consequences of the upheavals in the frontier 
provinces of the Ottoman realm made Jews as well as Moslems in those 
countries fear for their security. When they, too, came to Palestine, 
not only their economic value but a certain similarity of fate with 
that of Moslems from the same areas may have made the Porte 
sympathetic to such immigrants. Consequently the efforts of Western 
Jews on behalf of immigrants from Russia or Rumania, Bukhara or 
Persia, Morocco or Algiers were not unwelcome at first in Constanti¬ 
nople, whatever the hostility in Palestine itself. 72 

The population and, generally speaking, the authorities in Pales¬ 
tine remained as ill-disposed to Jewish as to Christian settlers. In 
1855 it was marked as an achievement when Sir Moses Montefiore 
obtained what his biographer believed to be the first permit granted 
to an Englishman to purchase land in Palestine. 73 It took Montefiore 
over four years to execute through local authorities the license he 
had obtained from the Porte to build on his plot in Jerusalem; and 
when in 1860 Sir Moses finally was able to use the legacy of Judah 
Touro to build houses outside the walls of Jerusalem, the Jews who 
ventured to occupy them knew they were taking serious risks. 74 
Compared with the Arab fellahin, perhaps, Jews and others who 
enjoyed Western protection were enviably secure. Some of the earlier 
attempts to settle in rural areas probably relied on this fact. A fellah 
might undertake to work a plot for a share of the crop on behalf of 
an owner under consular protection in places where he would not 
otherwise dare to farm for fear of Bedouins or tax collectors. But the 
arguments against such an arrangement were that the fellahin them¬ 
selves could not be trusted to leave the Jewish owner any return on 
his investment. 75 Whether this was so or not, no one could doubt that 
in the 1840’s and 50’s Moslem neighbors, as well as the authorities, 
would go as far as they dared in harassing non-Moslem settlers in 
rural areas. More than twenty years later, Laurence Oliphant noted 
the great difficulties which the German Templar settlements en¬ 
countered in this respect. 76 The Jewish settlements founded from 
1878 on had to circumvent official barriers before they could begin 
their development; and after these difficulties were overcome, they 
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had to adopt a variety of special measures to protect their property 
and their tenancy from the incursions of their neighbors. 77 

Hence, the Western benefactors of Palestine Jewry were quite 
accustomed to tedious negotiations and to political problems that 
complicated every project of constructive assistance. By 1880, how¬ 
ever, intercession by Europeans on behalf of non-Moslem Ottoman 
subjects, or consular protection for persons long resident in the 
Empire, met with hardening Turkish resistance. After the Congress 
of Berlin, the Turks grew decidedly suspicious of Britain, which be¬ 
came an immediate neighbor of Palestine by acquiring Cyprus and 
reoccupying Egypt. 78 Britain, the power that was previously the 
Sultan s chief European support and counsellor, now lost its influence. 
Russia was the traditional foe of Turkey, and Jewish immigrants from 
there were always suspect. Moreover, decades of renewed European 
activity in the Levant since 1840 had produced an economic revival 
of sorts, in Lebanon particularly — and after 1880, Western activity 
and Jewish immigration caused prospects of economic expansion to 
appear in Palestine as well. The Porte preferred to entrust the develop¬ 
ment of such potentialities to Lebanese investors and Arab cultivators 
rather than to Western-protected Russian or Rumanian Jews, with 
their ideas of an autonomous or sovereign Jewish status. 79 The rela¬ 
tively large influx from Eastern Europe in 1880, 1890, and 1905 was 
repeatedly stemmed by severe restrictions on Jewish immigration, 
land purchase, and permits for building, which remained essentially 
in effect until the First World War. 80 

Thus, Western Jews had to deal with a new political problem 
in their traditional constructive work in Palestine. Instead of a country 
in which the ruling power willingly recognized certain Western 
privileges and responsibilities, Palestine had become an area in which 
Turkey resisted not only Russian, but also British and French in¬ 
fluence. Moreover, instead of working with a settled population alone, 
Western Jews found themselves involved with the political problems 
of facilitating immigration to Palestine, and of cooperating with im¬ 
migrants with a Zionist ideology. It was a considerable ideological 
concession for the Western Jews to adopt emigration at all as a method 
for solving the Jewish problem. To do so meant conceding that in 
Rumania and Russia, or in Persia and Morocco, the solution of the 
Jewish problem by emancipation could not yet be achieved, and it 
was necessary, in defeat, to remove the Jews to more hospitable lands. 
The established Western Jewish organizations, notably the Alliance 
Israelite Universelle, did not, in fact, make themselves directly respon¬ 
sible for a policy of emigration. But, while continuing their own work 
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of education and social welfare in Eastern and North African coun¬ 
tries, they participated in conferences to set up special emergency or 
permanent organizations for the transfer and resettlement of Jewish 
emigrants. The latter activities were chiefly backed by individuals who 
could act with less consideration of ideology than could communal 
agencies: by Baron Maurice de Hirsch, who initiated large-scale re¬ 
settlement projects in many far-flung countries; and, preceding him, 
by Baron Edmond de Rothschild, who sponsored the resettlement of 
Jews in farm colonies in Palestine. 81 

In undertaking the removal of large numbers of Jews from certain 
countries in order to transplant them elsewhere, Western Jewish 
philanthropists involved themselves with Eastern European ideolog¬ 
ical groups — with Zionists or with Territorialists. Both sides were 
forced by this partnership to temper ideological predilections in favor 
of pragmatic considerations; the Eastern Europeans, perhaps, in the 
greater measure. For in their case, the entire group and not an in¬ 
dividual was committed to cooperation and was consequently obliged 
to reformulate its ideas. 


IV 

Two factors were decisive in bringing about cooperation between 
the two sides. The unprecedented scale of Jewish emigration from 
Eastern Europe, and the new problems that it brought home to Jews 
in Western countries forced the Western Jews to seek practical 
expedients, instead of relying on the unavailing ideology of Emanci¬ 
pation. Cooperation with the Zionists in resettling Palestine was one 
such expedient. On the side of the Eastern European Jews, it was 
the political difficulties and financial incapacity of the Zionist move¬ 
ment at home that forced them to seek support in the West. 

That large-scale immigration from the East could mean unfore¬ 
seen difficulties for Jews in Berlin, Paris, London and New York was 
realized with considerable shock in the 1880’s. As a result of the 
pogroms, thousands of refugees accumulated in the border town of 
Brody. German, French, and British Jews, together with Gentile 
sympathizers, formed emergency committees to aid these unfortunates 
and help them find new homes. 82 But when the refugees arrived in 
German towns or in London, or even in New York and the American 
interior, the problems of accommodating the influx confronted a 
dismayed and unprepared community. European philanthropists who 
shipped immigrants together with funds for assistance to America 
soon began to receive agitated telegrams. The Americans insisted that 
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they themselves must determine the scale and nature of the influx. 
Local committees began to turn back individuals or groups who might 
become public charges and to demand that only young, able-bodied, 
and skilled workers come to them. 83 

The first such reactions resulted from the unpreparedness of the 
Western Jewish communities, in spite of earlier emergencies of the 
same kind, to deal with the problems of the immigrant masses. In 
addition, they were reluctant to welcome into their own community 
Eastern Europeans with whose traditionalism and local customs they 
were out of sympathy. In time the responsibility of caring for fellow- 
Jews overcame such unworthy feelings, and moreover, the problem 
became more familiar and manageable. The first Eastern Europeans 
themselves blazed trails for the guidance and reception of those who 
followed, and the settled communities of Western Jews gradually 
organized to deal with the problem 

Another difficulty did not vanish, however, but continued even 
more seriously to concern the Western Jews. The astoundingly rapid 
growth of the Jewish migration from Eastern Europe had a distressing, 
and even an alarming, effect on the attitudes of Western public 
opinion and government policy. In the end of the nineteenth and the 
early twentieth century, movements for the restriction of immigration 
gained momentum in countries like England and the United States. 
A particular animus against Jewish immigrants was frequently notice¬ 
able. 84 From the very beginning of the migration, contemporaries 
connected the Russian emigration with a new and dangerous develop¬ 
ment of anti-Semitism, now become international in its ramifications. 
The organized and semiofficial character of the Russian pogroms was 
quickly sensed; and Western Jews and Western liberals saw an 
extension and counterpart of Stoeckers Berlin anti-Semitism in the 
propaganda and organization of these outbreaks. 85 The potential 
damage to their own position involved in the growing hostility to 
Jewish immigrants was even more evident to Western Jews. When 
Herzl pointed out that Jewish migrants brought anti-Semitism with 
them, carrying it in their baggage wherever they went, he was making 
an observation that had occurred to many another Western Jew. 86 

The organization and direction of Jewish emigration from Eastern 
Europe, accordingly, became a problem of direct concern to Western 
Jews. If unable to send the emigrants on to another destination, they 
sought, at least, to disperse them widely through their own country 
in order to avoid the unhappy consequences they feared from slum 
concentrations. 87 They also sought to divert the stream to thinly settled 
territories like Argentina or Mesopotamia far from London and New 
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York. 88 In the same spirit, they added to their long-established con¬ 
cern with the welfare of the small settled community in Palestine 
a new responsibility for supporting and facilitating an expanded 
immigration and resettlement there. To this end they cooperated 
quite extensively with the new Hovevei-Zion movement. 89 

If the Western Jews had cogent reasons for cooperating with the 
early Eastern European Zionists, the latter had ever more pressing 
reasons for seeking the cooperation of the West. Not until 1890, 
almost a decade after its inception, was the Hovevei-Zion movement 
able to obtain permission to function openly and with official approval 
in Russia; and then too only in the guise of an Odessa Committee 
for aid to the Jewish settlement in Palestine, not as a national 
movement. 90 Such an uncertain legal status naturally restricted the 
capacity of the movement to act effectively, especially in view of the 
fact that it commanded no large funds, since it was based on a popular 
appeal and a membership of moderate means. Consequently, from 
the very beginning the Hovevei-Zion looked to the West, and par¬ 
ticularly to the organizations that for the preceding decade or two 
had concerned themselves with Palestine, for political support and 
for funds. Dr. Pinsker did as Herzl did after him, and began his work 
by going on a mission to the West to convert the Jewish leaders to 
his vision. 91 He became the chief of a popular movement in the East 
only after returning from the West in defeat. After the expulsion of 
Jews from Moscow in 1891, leaders of the Hovevei-Zion organization 
hoped that an international organization, including the Alliance 
Israelite Universelle and backed by the funds of Baron Maurice de 
Hirsch, would sponsor their plans. 92 

These projects, however, never went beyond the stage of discussion. 
The Eastern popular movement was consequently able to accomplish 
little more than what its own small resources could encompass. Only 
one man, Baron Edmond de Rothschild, gave himself heart and soul 
to the project of Palestinian resettlement; and he worked independ¬ 
ently along parallel lines rather than in full accord and mutual 
consultation with the Hovevei-Zion. In 1900, several years after Baron 
de Hirsch’s death, the organization he had set up for the resettlement 
of Jews in the Americas and elsewhere took over the administration 
of the Rothschild-sponsored colonies in Palestine. 93 On the whole, 
however, the Western Jews did not place great faith in the prospects 
of large-scale colonization in Palestine, and devoted more attention 
to the possibilities in other undeveloped areas. The direct activities 
in Palestine of the Alliance and similar organizations were devoted 
primarily to education, vocational guidance, and social welfare. Their 
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clientele was the increasing Jewish urban population rather than the 
farm settlements. 

Yet, granted all these reservations, a close and ramified pattern 
of cooperation between Western and Eastern Jews grew up in the 
project to resettle Palestine. The Easterners initiated the founding of 
farm settlements which were later granted support by Rothschild; 
they stimulated the growth of an urban population which the West¬ 
ern organizations helped to serve. Furthermore, branches of the 
Hovevei-Zion movement were organized in the West, too, comprising 
not only Eastern immigrants but outstanding leaders of the Alliance, 
or the Anglo-Jewish Association; and these, together with the major 
western organizations, held council together from time to time about 
the political and economic problems of the growing Palestine 
community. 94 

The cooperation was never long without its conflicts. Between 
the Eastern Europeans and the Alliance and other Western organiza¬ 
tions, the issue of education was sharply debated. With Baron de 
Rothschild, the Zionists soon came into disagreement over methods 
of colonization. They criticized the Baron’s paternalistic administration 
because it undermined the initiative and independence of the settlers 
and because it ended in creating colonies in which a small group of 
Jewish planters were surrounded by a far more numerous aggregation 
of Arab farm laborers. The French schooling of the planters’ sons, on 
the one hand, and the predominance of Arab village culture in the 
area of the Jewish settlements, on the other, seemed to doom the hope 
of an indigenous Jewish culture; and these conditions certainly gave 
no grounds for confidence that the hope of Jewish sovereignty, or of 
immigration sufficient to meet the existing needs for a safe refuge, 
was being significantly advanced. 95 

The Hovevei-Zion, and then later the Zionist Organization, took 
as their own specific objectives in the Palestine resettlement these very 
aims: to encourage the settlement not merely of Jewish planters, but 
of Jewish farm laborers in Palestine; to advance the cause of Hebrew 
culture and education in the settlements; and to defend the inde¬ 
pendent initiative of the Zionist settlers who continued to come to 
Palestine from Eastern Europe. 

The one issue on which both Western and Eastern Jews tacitly 
agreed to be silent was the question of Jewish sovereignty itself and 
of the political means to achieve it. The urgent political task in the 
1880’s and 90’s was one which fell far short of the Zionist ideal, and 
yet was fundamental to the activities of both the Eastern Zionists 
and the Western Jews: merely to keep the doors of Palestine open 
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to Jewish immigrants and procure the right to buy land and settle 
it. All were agreed in their willingness to adopt any legal or semilegal 
arrangement or subterfuge that would accomplish these ends in the 
Ottoman Empire. 

It was this point which Herzl in 1895 singled out in particular 
in his critique of the resettlement policy hitherto adopted in coopera¬ 
tion with Western leaders. In so doing he raised again the rallying 
call of the Jewish State and aroused once more, in redoubled intensity, 
all the mythic sources of Zionist morale. 

Herzl, like Pinsker before him, was almost as ready initially 
to accept Argentina or another suitable territory as to choose Palestine 
for the Jewish national home. At the end of his brief career he left 
the Zionist Organization in crisis over his decision to explore the 
British offer of Uganda for Jewish colonization. In this open-minded¬ 
ness, his attitude was similar to that of the Western Jewish philan¬ 
thropists and organizations who shared his concern about the need 
for a properly directed Jewish resettlement policy; one that would 
remove Jews from the hotbeds of anti-Semitism and yet not evoke 
anti-Semitism in their new homes. Such Westerners lent their as¬ 
sistance to Jewish resettlement projects not only in the Holy Land 
but in many other territories as well. 

But one significant element was present only in the case of Pales¬ 
tine. No other country became the object of a continuously existing 
popular movement. In the 1880’s, simultaneously with the rise of the 
Hovevei-Zion movement, Jewish students in Russia organized a 
parallel movement, called Am Olam, to establish Jewish colonies in 
America. The organization never took root. The agricultural coloniza¬ 
tion and directed resettlement of Jews in America, as in all other 
countries outside Palestine where colonization projects were attempted 
or considered, was conducted by Western philanthropic agencies, 
without any significant cooperation on the part of a popular, ideolog¬ 
ical movement. 96 In the case of Palestine, on the other hand, the 
responsibility for resettlement was shared by Western philanthropic 
agencies with a popular movement. The membership of the Hovevei- 
Zion may have remained small and its ideology may have blurred, 
but the movement never ceased to be a significant factor both in the 
Diaspora Jewish community and in the affairs of the Palestinian 
settlement. 

Herzl’s initial plan was to win over to his views the outstanding 
Western leaders who were concerned not specifically with Palestine 
but with the general project of planned Jewish resettlement. He 



ATTACHMENT TO ZION 


129 


failed to convince Baron de Hirsch and the Rothschilds and the others 
of his thesis: that public, international arrangements, formally establish¬ 
ing adequate legal rights in a suitable territory as well as suitable 
understandings concerning the transfer of emigrants and their 
property, must be the first thing sought before any resettlement proj¬ 
ect could serve its true purpose — to solve the Jewish problem. 97 

But this thesis, stressing as it did the ultimate ideological premises 
that gave resettlement its historic meaning, was precisely what made 
so great and popular an impression. The Hovevei-Zion in particular 
regained their enthusiasm from it. For, while cooperation with the West 
on a nonideological basis gave them a practical stake in what was 
being achieved in Palestine, the slow pace of development and the 
obscurity of political status cast grave doubts on their chances of 
achieving the aim for which all the work was undertaken. In addition, 
not only was the road that could lead from the ongoing work to 
ultimate sovereignty hard to discern, but the goal itself had to be 
obscured, or suspended, in order that the work might be done. Herzl’s 
decisive rejection of this impasse and his view that the Zionist aim 
must be proclaimed and negotiated restored the enthusiasm for a 
movement already pondering its clouded future. 

Failing with the Western leaders, Herzl turned to the people. 
The people, in this case, meant not merely the oppressed masses of 
Eastern Europe whose problem it was that had to be solved by re¬ 
settlement, but something more specific. It meant an already existing 
popular movement with the same ideological principles as Herzl’s. 
Only the hope of resettling in Palestine, not the prospects of coloniza¬ 
tion in any other country nor the vague idea of resettlement in a 
country still to be nominated, had, in Herzfs day, been able to create 
a popular, ideological movement. And before Herzl resolved to turn 
from the wealthy to the people, from the benefactors to the benefi¬ 
ciaries, the “people” had already turned to Herzl. Zionist and student 
groups from near and far placed themselves at his disposal and offered 
him their leadership. 98 The result of this conjunction of ideas was 
that, in a surprisingly short time, the Zionist Congress — a project that 
had been discussed in a fitful way among Zionist societies for some 
time past — now took place in Basle in 1897 with Herzl as its leader 
and with the friends he attracted, particularly Max Nordau, in active 
attendance. 99 

That the Congress under Herzl became something far different 
from what another conclave of Hovevei-Zion societies might have 
been without him need not be stressed. The particular quality that 
he quite deliberately imparted to the Congress — in addition, of 
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course, to the clear and positive political line — was the sense of 
representing the entire Jewish people. The Congress in Basle was 
imbued with the conviction that it expressed, in the only legitimate 
form then possible, the sovereign will of a people. “In Basle,” said 
Herzl, “I founded the Jewish State.” 

If I said that aloud today, I would be met by universal laughter. Perhaps 
in five years, certainly in fifty, everyone will see it. The State is already 
founded, in essence, in the will of the people to the State; yes, even in 
the will of one individual, if he is powerful enough (the VEtat cest moi 
of Louis XIV). The territory is only the concrete manifestation; and even 
where it possesses a territory, the State is always something abstract. The 
Church State, too, exists without a territory, or else the Pope would not 
be sovereign. 

In Basle I created this thing which is abstract and which is therefore 
invisible to the great majority of people . . . 10 ° 

No conference of Hovevei-Zion, held in Eastern Europe under the 
surveillance of the Russian secret police and subject to the restrictive 
license under which the movement was permitted to exist, could have 
acted in this spirit; nor, in all probability, would any conference any¬ 
where without Herzl have been inspired so to act. But, in return, 
the Hovevei-Zion did something equally decisive for Herzl. When he 
turned to the people and gave them the mantle of Jewish sovereignty, 
Herzl allied himself to a movement deeply committed and intricately 
involved in Palestine, implicitly accepting this and no other land as 
the Jewish national home. The question that Herzl had left open 
was settled. For, both the mythic force of tradition and the fixed 
principles of an ideology hammered out in argument against other 
territorial plans, both the stake already achieved in Palestine resettle¬ 
ment and the direction of future political aspirations, were decisively 
attached to Zion. 




ANTI-ZIONISM AND NON- 
ZIONISM: EFFECTS UPON 
POLICY FROM FIRST ZIONIST 
CONGRESS TO BALFOUR 
DECLARATION 


Every new idea necessarily calls forth a division. What determines 
the character of the idea in the end is whether it has a will to 
unity. But in the very emphasis of the element of nationality by 
our movement the will to unity is manifest . 1 


Ihese words, written shortly before the Basle Congress by the 
young German 'political Zionist,” Dr. Max Bodenheimer (1865-1940), 
to the old Hovevei-Zionist, Professor Hermann Schapira (1840-1898), 
may well serve as a synoptic description of the effect of Herzlian 
Zionism upon the Jewish community. The first Zionists, the Hovevei- 
Zion in Russia, had also advanced a new idea and provoked some 
ideological division, but chiefly in the East, not in the West. Their 
controversial views about the Jewish question were less familiar or 
of less concern in the West than their quite uncontroversial practical 
endeavors. In the first years, the BILU attempt to obtain a political 
concession for resettling Palestine could have provoked Western Jews 
to ideological debate. But the speedy failure of this attempt, followed 
by the measures adopted by Turkey and Russia against the movement, 
made the Hovevei-Zion conduct their attempts at colonization there¬ 
after without any proclaimed objective of sovereignty. In these 
practical efforts they found a large measure of Western support and 
cooperation. But Herzl stressed as an ideological issue precisely the 
manner in which the project of resettling Palestine should be pros¬ 
ecuted. The immediate effect was divisive; it evoked an ideological 
anti-Zionism in the West. However, after the political issues raised by 
Herzl subsided (or, in later periods, after Zionist victories converted 
certain political demands into accomplished facts), the "will to unity” 
which Bodenheimer saw as inherent in Zionism had its effect: anti- 
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Zionism was succeeded in the West by a renewal of the old coopera¬ 
tion under the name of non-Zionism. But, in the new circumstances, 
the name of “non-Zionism” was not merely a convenient way of 
grouping certain individuals; it corresponded to a position that was 
more or less definitely ideological. 

We have noted that in Eastern Europe, Zionists and anti-Zionists 
did not differ over the essentially ethnic character of the Jewish 
community. On the other hand, neither the modernist nor the tradi¬ 
tionalist anti-Zionism of the East could possibly turn into non-Zionism 
by cooperating in the practical work in Palestine; for both rejected 
such projects in principle. At most, anti-Zionist Orthodoxy could 
promote its own parallel resettlement in Palestine in direct opposition 
to the Zionists. Thus anti-Zionist ideologies remained a constant factor 
in the East, and no significant non-Zionism arose. 

In the West, on the other hand, the major point on which Zionism 
was opposed was precisely the doctrine that the Jews were an ethnic 
entity and the Jewish problem a national problem. Western anti- 
Zionism was a reaction provoked whenever this doctrine was pro¬ 
claimed so emphatically and with such publicity that it seemed to 
call in question the institutional basis on which Western Jewry existed. 
In principle, of course, Zionism always rejected the Emancipation, 
the institutional basis of Western Jewry, at least as a definitive 
solution of the Jewish question. Western Zionists regarded the Jewish 
community in Eastern Europe as the most characteristic expression 
of the modern Jewish situation. But, however gloomily the Western 
Zionists might view the ultimate fate of their own community, in 
practice they chiefly concerned themselves with the pressing problem 
of the Eastern rather than of the Western Jews. 2 The Eastern Juden- 
not was the concrete problem they hoped to solve by means of 
resettlement in Palestine. And, on the other hand, long before Zionism, 
Western Jews who held, in principle, that their own community was 
the most characteristic expression of the modern Jewish situation, 
and that emancipation was the best and most rational way to solve 
the Jewish question everywhere had already concluded that, in prac¬ 
tice, the immediate difficulties of Eastern Jewry required other 
remedies; among them, resettlement in Palestine. 

Because of these conditions, anti-Zionism was not a constant but 
an episodic manifestation in Western Jewry. It arose when, in its 
concentration on crucial political aims, Zionism raised fundamental 
ideological questions regarding the Jews and the Jewish problem, and 
so drew general attention to doctrines which seemed to the West to 
undermine its institutional foundations. But when the political 
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emphasis in Zionism subsided, either because of a Zionist defeat or 
because of an internationally recognized Zionist victory, and the stress 
shifted to practical resettlement in Palestine, the anti-Zionist tide 
ebbed. “Non-Zionism” appeared, as cooperation in the resettlement 
of Palestine was now resumed on the basis of a political status newly 
achieved by Zionism. And many, indeed, were those non-Zionists 
who, before the new status was won, had opposed it as vigorous 
anti-Zionists. 

What made possible the attitude of practical cooperation called 
non-Zionism was the same “will to unity” which Bodenheimer regarded 
as inherent in the Zionist movement. For one basic premise united 
the non-Zionists with the Zionists. It was the unspoken belief that 
however defined or constituted, whether as a religious or ethnic com¬ 
munity, the Jews throughout the world shared a common heritage 
and destiny, and their problems were a single indivisible responsi¬ 
bility. It was this that made possible a consensus between Zionism 
and non-Zionism in the Western Jewish community, just as it had 
made possible from the beginning the cooperation between Eastern 
Hovevei-Zionism and Western Jewish philanthropy. 

i 

The permanent and doctrinal confrontation of Zionism and anti- 
Zionism in the East caused the opposed ideological positions to be 
sharpened and clarified. For the tactics that lead to victory in a com¬ 
petition for popular favor are those that most effectively play on 
latent hostilities which either side can stir up among the people 
against its opponents. Thus, the constant principled opposition of 
Eastern anti-Zionism led to the elaboration and definition of many 
aspects of the general and partisan Zionist ideologies. Yet, at the 
same time, it contributed relatively little to the idea of the Jewish 
state. 

On the other hand, in the West, Zionism was led by the kind of 
opposition it encountered in the Jewish community to accept far- 
reaching ideological adjustments and compromises. Sporadic as it 
was, Western anti-Zionism flared up in the very moments of political 
crisis when the full support of the Jewish community was essential; 
for in the struggle to gain practical advantages for the resettlement 
in Palestine, the whole community faced non-Jewish political institu¬ 
tions as a petitioner. What was essential here was to stress whatever 
was common between Zionists and their opponents, removing the 
divisions that came from pushing ideological positions to polemical 
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extremes; and some of the same men who were anti-Zionist at such 
times could later become non-Zionist leaders, whose powerful support 
was counted on in the practical cooperation that succeeded the 
political dispute. Owing to these circumstances, Western non-Zionism 
exercised a great influence upon the way the idea of the Jewish state 
passed, in a succession of stages, from an ideological abstraction to a 
legal formula and political actuality. 

The Basle Congress illustrates the relationship between the rise 
of political Zionism and the cycle of Western anti-Zionism and non- 
Zionism, though in an inverted form. Before political Zionism arose, 
the Hovevei-Zion movement, without provoking the anti-Zionism that 
was implicit in the Western opposition to its principles, had already 
made the compromises necessary for practical cooperation with non- 
Zionists. Herzlian Zionism, on the other hand, stressed that the 
immediate task was to obtain not only Turkish but international 
recognition, at least in principle, of the Jewish right to sovereignty 
in Palestine. Such an attitude was a goad which could turn the prag¬ 
matic non-Zionism of some Western friends of Hovevei-Zionism into 
a doctrinaire anti-Zionism — and, in fact, did so. 

Herzl saw no great hindrance to his project in the emergence of 
ideological anti-Zionism. 3 His diplomatic campaign to acquire Pales¬ 
tine never advanced far enough to make the effects of a divided 
Jewish community upon its success a factor he had to consider 
seriously. Once he decided to work through the Zionist Organization, 
however, he had to achieve the solid, ungrudging agreement of those 
who were to embody, and authorize him to represent, the will to 
sovereignty of the Jewish people. 

Concretely, Herzl’s potential “constituency” was the dwindling 
Hovevei-Zion movement and its sympathizers who could be regrouped 
under the new banner. And while in the East even the tired veterans, 
not to speak of the disgruntled younger men, responded emotionally 
to the Herzlian concentration on the ideological, political crux of 
Zionism, the movement had, after all, invested a great deal in its 
cooperation with other elements in the Jewish community. In the 
West, in fact, the pillars of Hovevei-Zionism included men like Chief 
Rabbi Zadoc Kahn (1839—1905) of Paris or Joseph Sebag Montefiore 
(1822-1903) of London, noted for their active leadership in the 
Alliance Israelite Universelle or the Board of Jewish Deputies. 4 The 
suppression of the idea of Jewish sovereignty was the very thing that 
made their parallel leadership in Hovevei-Zion groups possible. Con¬ 
sequently, the immediate effect of Herzlian Zionism was to unsettle 
the Hovevei-Zion societies. Some — the British and a few of the Ger- 



ANTI-ZIONISM AND NON-ZIONISM 


135 


man groups — refused to attend the Congress, and a number of their 
leaders emerged as outright anti-Zionists. 5 Others, especially the 
veterans in Eastern Europe who were attracted by the new doctrine 
or by its energetic leadership, were nevertheless concerned to maintain 
the existing organization. Consequently, the Basle program took 
account of “non-Zionist” opposition to some extent in order to soothe 
such old Hovevei-Zionists. But the formulas that resulted were only 
enough to assure the latter of the Herzlian “will to unity”; they could 
not prevent the emergence of sharply defined anti-Zionist positions, 
already provoked by the preparations for the Congress. 

Herzl himself was anything but an ideologue, and he was entirely 
prepared to accept a revised formula if the Hovevei-Zion needed it to 
protect their political and legal position in Russia and in Palestine. 
But he was not in the least inclined to concede points of principle 
in order to keep the peace in the Jewish community, for the Zionist 
Organization, not the Jewish community, was the tool by which, at 
Basle, he hoped to gain his ends. When anti-Zionist opposition de¬ 
veloped, rather than thinking of compromises to meet it in the hope 
of uniting the whole community behind him, Herzl responded with 
polemical counterattacks. These alienated his opponents even further, 
but served to sharpen the discipline and consolidate the organization 
of the Zionists as the chosen instrument of his policy. 

In the beginning the eminent, scholarly rabbi of Vienna, Dr. Moritz 
Guedemann (1835-1918), responded with enthusiastic praise, perhaps 
more for the spirit and style than for the specific content of Herzfis 
presentation. Guedemann was a defender of tradition, who had un¬ 
successfully fought a proposal to eliminate from the liturgy of his own 
congregation references to Zion and to the hope of Messianic return. 6 
What attracted him in Zionism was undoubtedly its revival of tradi¬ 
tional moods and motifs. But faced with Zionism as a practical pro¬ 
posal, with plans to convoke a Congress, Guedemann hesitated, 
questioned, and finally formulated his opposition decisively in his 
pamphlet Nationaljudentum. His view— echoing S. R. Hirsch —was 
that the Messianic hopes and traditional prayers to return to Zion 
could have no immediate application but must be understood 
symbolically. 

Herzl at first had placed high hopes in Guedemann and confided 
to his diary plans to make him “chief bishop of the capital city” in 
the Jewish State. After Nationaljudentum, however, he dismissed him 
as no more than the voice of his rich congregants, who paid his salary 
and thus determined his views. 7 In the same polemical vein, he 
describes the “Protest Rabbis,” who publicly denounced the plans to 
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hold the first Zionist Congress, as men who lived off the Jewish 
community, not for it; and he says that in their opposition to the 
sovereign will of the reawakening Jewish people they, in effect, 
seceded from Jewry. The Jewish people, for its part, would not stop 
them from leaving, and had no further interest in them. This was 
more than a casual gibe, for Herzl regularly made the same reply 
whenever the objection was raised that Zionism endangered the status 
of emancipated or “assimilated” Jews. If French Jewry were, indeed, 
an integral part of the French nation, and of that nation alone, with 
no ethnic bonds to other Jews, then the establishment of the Jewish 
state would not harm but rather help them. Those Jews who “could 
not or would not” assimilate in their present homes would transfer 
to the Jewish state, leaving the others behind, unencumbered thence¬ 
forth by embarrassing responsibilities for Jews who recognized an 
ethnic as well as a religious tie to their fellow-Jews. 8 

In line with this approach, Herzl’s view regarding himself and 
other Zionists seems to have been relatively simple: they were among 
those who could not or would not assimilate in their present homes 
and, in all probability, would go to Palestine with the rest of the 
Jewish nation. 9 There was a fairly obvious implication: Herzl accepted 
the challenge of anti-Semites who denied that the Jews were French¬ 
men or Germans like themselves. He expected a franker understanding 
with Gentiles because he refused, for himself and his fellows, to 
dispute this contention and, instead, proudly reclaimed his Jewish 
nationality. 

The young Western Jews who joined Herzl’s band of early Zion¬ 
ists, or who had anticipated him in their conversion to Jewish na¬ 
tionalism, took a very similar stand; yet certain shades of difference 
show their adjustment to the practical needs of building up a local 
Zionist organization, in Germany for instance. Dr. Max Bodenheimer, 
the first president of the German Zionist Organization, is an illustra¬ 
tion of both the basic agreement and the shades of difference. Prof. 
Hermann Schapira, on the other hand, represents the sharper and more 
far-reaching differences that the older Hovevei-Zionist leaders had 
to overcome in helping to found the new organization. 

Professor Schapira undoubtedly shared with other Hovevei-Zionists 
the general disappointment with the low state of their movement in 
the 1890’s, at a time when there was large-scale Jewish migration 
overseas. The enthusiasm aroused by Herzl, particularly among Eastern 
students with Zionist ideas, made him feel that here was his hope for 
the future — such, at least, was the impression he gave some of these 
students, in spite of the academic distance he habitually maintained, 10 
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Yet the great hopes he placed in a revived Zionist movement never 
made him forget the much greater historic significance which, in his 
view, attached to a united Jewish community. 

Mr. Bimbaum, Mr. Nordau, and Mr. Schach may be the most splendid 
people and they may paint for themselves and for us the most beautiful 
pictures, but they are neither called nor capable to create a new Judaism 
for us. Only Judaism itself can live on and develop, not something newly 
fabricated which cuts the ground out from under its own feet. 11 

Schapira’s great fear was the fear of disunion among Jews, the 
“spectre of modern party warfare” in the community. This danger, 
he thought, would come precisely from his young Zionist friends, whose 
enthusiasm might make them doctrinaire and so provoke a doctrinaire 
opposition. 

You do not know enough of Judaism; nor, I believe, do you know enough 
of the Jews at all. You wish to heal and do not know where it hurts. The 
gravest illness of the Jews is their disunion and now you come and cause 
new splits. 12 

For Schapira explained the emergence of an anti-Zionist opposition 
on other grounds than Herzl. He, too, saw it as the product of fear, 
but he interpreted it as an ideological reflex provoked by Zionist 
doctrinaire utterances rather than debunking it as an expression of 
mean or mercenary motives. 

We have no right to ascribe other than honorable motives to our opponents. 
These gentlemen believe they see a great danger approaching, and in order 
to ward it off they do not stop at such fearful sacrifices as the surrender 
of very important Jewish principles for the sake of saving Jewry itself. 
Indeed Guedemann’s reduction of the most sacred principles to mere 
symbols is one of the most dangerous of remedies and could lead only 
to frightful consequences, and yet this good and honorable man knows 
no other way out of the predicament ... I have held Dr. Guedemann in 
high esteem for many years, and from the impression I have received of 
his sincere love of Jewry, he must himself be deeply distressed, in private, 
at his success. Surely it was only in his fright that he offered us his vial 
of medicinal symbols, and he will have to permit me to paste on for him 
the label he forgot in his haste: Poison! External Use Only! . . . Therefore, 
instead of combating our opponents, I must again admonish you in no way 
to give occasion for conflict, so that our opponents may not be forced to 
use weapons which they themselves should know very well are all too 
dangerous; weapons they permit themselves to use only for “defense” in 
extreme need. 13 

The announcement that Zionism aimed at a Jewish state, and the 
principle that political concessions must be sought before anything 
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else was done, were policies that Schapira opposed because he re¬ 
garded them as a red flag waved in the faces of Jewish non-Zionists 
— not to speak (and he puts this as an afterthought) of the political 
effect in Turkey. 14 Instead, he proposed as a model a set of Zionist 
aims worked out in the light of years of experience of the Hovevei- 
Zion movement. 

The aims of the “Zion” society are the following: 

(1) to disseminate knowledge of Jewish history and the Hebrew 
language and literature among the Jews; 

(2) to establish unity among all who believe in Judaism, without 
distinction, for the purpose of ameliorating the common situation of the 
Jews; 

(3) to realize the idea of the settlement of Palestine by Jews; and 

(4) to create a united center for all aspirations toward culture and 
education in the Jewish colonies that will be established. This will be 
achieved by founding a school of higher learning for training in all religious, 
scientific, and practical subjects with (a) a religious department, (b) an 
academic department, and (c) an agricultural-technological department, 
etc. 15 

For these activities, Schapira felt sanguine of obtaining the coopera¬ 
tion of the entire Jewish community — though hardly their partici¬ 
pation in a body claiming to represent an embryonic Jewish sover¬ 
eignty. He hoped further, in the spirit of Ahad Haam, that cultural 
development in Palestine, together with the common effort of "dissem¬ 
inating the knowledge of Jewish history and the Hebrew language 
and literature,” would revive a free and creative consensus among the 
Jews, after it had been impaired and sterilized by religious division 
and by adaptation to different political and social conditions in dif¬ 
ferent countries. As for the hope of Jewish sovereignty restored, if 
not stated as the public program of an organized body it could live 
on unhindered as the religious or quasi-religious aspiration of in¬ 
dividuals. 16 

Professor Schapira’s young correspondent, Dr. Max Bodenheimer, 
accepted neither these proposals nor the reasoning behind them. As 
to provoking doctrinaire opposition by stating clear doctrines, Boden¬ 
heimer welcomed rather than feared this. If he hoped, nevertheless, 
to see the Jewish community united, it was because Jewish unity 
was inherent in the national idea represented by the Zionist organiza¬ 
tion itself. As for the "Zionist aims” proposed by Professor Schapira, 
he could not take them seriously for what they were in fact — a state¬ 
ment of a Zionist ideology which, unlike his own stemmed from a 
primary concern with the "problem of Judaism” rather than the 
"problem of the Jews.” Instead, he assumed that they were no more 
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than an attempt to veil the true aims of Professor Schapira and other 
Zionists in the vain hope of avoiding conflicts and opposition. Not 
having understood the Ahad Ha’amist premises of Prof. Schapira’s 
proposals, Bodenheimer, like Herzl, treated such suggestions as no 
more than counsels of timidity. In the final formulations of the draft 
which Bodenheimer brought to Basle, he took account of fears relating 
to Turkey and Russia by referring not to a “Jewish state” but to a 
“home secured by international law,” and also made other insignificant 
gestures towards Schapira’s views by introducing changes which he 
must have considered little more than verbal. The underlying assump¬ 
tions of the draft, however, were clearly political-Zionist rather than 
Hovevei-Zionist or Ahad Ha’amist. In these respects, the “theses” 
formulated by Bodenheimer’s Cologne group in consultation with 
other German Zionists were fully in accord with Herzl’s own views. 17 

The theses differ from Herzl’s pattern in one significant respect. 
Bodenheimer and his colleagues were sufficiently concerned about 
what a Zionist attitude might imply with regard to a German Zionist’s 
present citizenship and status to think that this deserved specific 
mention. Moreover, they did not take Herzl’s simple position that 
Zionism meant implicitly a kind of promissory renunciation of other 
than Jewish nationality, to be put into effect when the Jewish national 
home became open to those who “could not or would not” live either 
as oppressed Russian subjects or as Frenchmen or Germans “of the 
Mosaic persuasion.” Consequently in the theses of the German Zionists 
a clause was introduced specifically in order to answer one of the 
arguments regularly raised against Zionism by anti-Zionists. In the 
first formulation, this read that 

Bound together by common descent and history, the Jews of all countries 
constitute a national community. This conviction in no way infringes the 
active patriotic sentiments and fulfillment of the duties of citizenship on 
the part of the Jews, and in particular of the German Jews toward their 
German Fatherland. 18 

In later drafts, this clause was more generally phrased but, if any¬ 
thing, strengthened. The common bonds of the Jews which make them 
a national community are said to oblige them to give effective aid to 
their oppressed racial brethren (later still —to act in the common 
interest) to the extent that this does not infringe upon their duties 
of citizenship. 19 

In the Basle program itself this specific restriction was not inserted. 
On the other hand, the whole reference to those Jews who “could 
not or would not” assimilate in their present homes was also omitted. 
Since this expression carries the whole Herzlian implication that 
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whoever was a Zionist had accepted the anti-Semitic challenge to 
declare himself for one or another exclusive nationality, its omission 
was perhaps not without significance. 

The ideological problem involved was not one that could be dealt 
with by silence. Herzl himself recognized its existence and gave his 
initial response in his address to the Basle Congress. For what made 
the problem pressing was precisely the basic tactical premise of 
Herzlian Zionism: that the actual migration to Palestine was a second 
stage of Zionist activity, following a first period in which an essential 
preliminary goal had to be attained. Herzl defined this goal as the 
grant of a charter to establish a Jewish national home by international 
agreement. Ahad Ha’am, who also believed in a preparatory stage 
and preliminary goal of Zionism, defined it as the reestablishment of 
a Jewish social consensus expressed in a revived Jewish culture. At 
Basle Herzl made an approach toward recognizing this Ahad Ha’amist 
view which was shared by so many of the Eastern Hovevei-Zionists. 
He made a statement which was enthusiastically received as a token of 
reassurance by many Zionists who were dubious of the lack of Jewish 
culture in their new leader. “Zionism,” he said, “is a return to the Jewish 
fold [Judentum] even before it becomes a return to the Jewish land.” 20 
For while the grant of a charter for colonization was the essential 
preliminary to an effective return to Palestine, the reconstitution of 
the solidarity of the Jewish people, of its will to sovereignty, was the 
essential preliminary to acquiring the charter; and the latter might 
follow the former by a considerable period. If, then, the immediate 
task of Zionism might prove to be the education and organization of 
the people quite as much as, or even more than, the diplomatic 
campaign for a charter, and if the preservation of Jewish solidarity 
in the Diaspora might be a duty of long duration, two questions of 
first ideological importance arose: how was the Zionist movement in 
the Diaspora to defend itself against the imputation of maintaining 
a “state within the state”; and what must be its attitude toward Jewish 
culture? 

In spite of the influence of his Zionist friends, Herzl’s answers to 
these questions never departed too far from his initial simple formulas. 
He assumed virtually total responsibility for the organization of the 
central institutions as well as the diplomacy of the movement. 21 Even 
if he had wished to, he could hardly have added the responsibility 
for solving what were essentially problems for the leaders of the local 
organizations. Moreover, he lived in hopes of a diplomatic victory 
that would soon make it unnecessary to take an ideological position 
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regarding the right to preserve Jewish national solidarity in the 
Diaspora. As to Jewish culture, he vaguely said that while “we, the 
children who have returned, find much to redress under the ancestral 
roof, ... we are not actuated by an arrogant desire to undermine 
that which should be revered.” To balance this he reversed the propo¬ 
sition, stating that while “the Congress will concern itself with the 
spiritual means to be employed for reviving and fostering the national 
consciousness of the Jews,” on the other hand, “we have not the least 
intention of yielding a jot of the culture we have acquired.” 22 The 
problem was tabled rather than dealt with. 

And so, too, was the question of the loyalty of Zionists toward 
the countries they implied they wished to leave. To this problem Herzl 
gave an answer that could be satisfactory only to one who believed 
that the removal of the Jews to Palestine was imminent. 

But should the accusation that we are not patriotic figure among the more 
or less sincere arguments directed against our movement, this equivocal 
objection carries its own refutation with it [. . .] Nowhere can there be a 
question of the exodus of all the Jews. Those who are able or wish to be 
assimilated will remain behind and be absorbed. When once a satisfactory 
agreement is concluded with the various political units involved and a system¬ 
atic Jewish migration begins, it will last only so long in each country as that 
country desires to be rid of its Jews. How will the current be stopped? 
Simply by the gradual decrease and the final cessation of anti-Semitism. 
Thus it is that we understand and anticipate the solution of the Jewish 
problem. 23 

But what if the solution of the Jewish problem were delayed? And 
what of those Jews who “could not or would not” assimilate even if 
the anti-Semitic movement were to decline or disappear, because their 
“Jewishness” was not a reflex of oppression but an historic attachment? 
If Herzl, in the fever of his political activity, could ignore these issues, 
men like Bodenheimer, in the slow struggle to organize, could not. 
They had to defend the right of Jewish solidarity and the right to a 
living Jewish culture not only on the assumption that the Jewish people 
would soon leave the Diaspora and settle en bloc in Palestine, but on 
the much more probable assumption that the Jewish people would, in 
the foreseeable future, continue for the most part to live in the 
Diaspora. Sharing Herzl’s insight that the Jewish problem was a na¬ 
tional problem, they had to defend not only the ultimate justice of a 
solution by the restoration of Jewish sovereignty in Zion; they also 
had to defend the immediate rights of the Jews to combine patriotism 
in their home countries with global Jewish solidarity, to participate in 
the cultural and social as well as political affairs of their homes and 
also to maintain special cultural and social as well as political affinities 
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with Jews throughout the world. And they had to leave open the 
possibility that Palestine would never hold all the Jews who recognized 
an ethnic solidarity; but that the achievement of Jewish sovereignty 
in Palestine would indeed strengthen the ties of the world-wide 
people. 24 

In declaring the Jewish problem a national problem, Herzl ac¬ 
cepted the ideological premises not only of anti-Semites, appealing 
to the mob, but of quite respectable opponents of the Jewish infiltra¬ 
tion into German society; and this, indeed, was the basis of his hope 
for an internationally agreed solution of the Jewish problem, amicably 
and frankly compacted between Jews and Christians. It was the 
Gentile refusal to be consistently liberal that perpetuated the Jewish 
problem in enlightened Europe. For the Gentiles refused to recognize 
that citizenship alone should fully qualify for belonging to the nation, 
and they excluded their Jewish fellow-citizens from their national 
fellowship for lack of certain historic titles of social and cultural 
community. Instead of seeking to convince the Gentiles that this was 
wrong and inconsistent and so shame them into full enlightenment, 
as Jewish Liberals were trying to do, Herzl proposed to accept the 
Gentile attitude as an unalterable fact — and come to an honorable 
agreement on this basis. 

This was the rational ideology of Herzl. The mythic appeal of his 
writing and oratory, however, lay in the conviction with which he 
emphasized that such an agreement must be, and would be, an 
honorable agreement. For it was implicit in Herzl’s position that he 
accepted the Gentile assumptions regarding nationality not only as 
an intractable fact but as a just principle: a nationality was, indeed, 
not merely a body of fellow-citizens, but a union of men tied together 
by historic bonds of social and cultural communion. This insight need 
never have been formulated by Herzl, for it was ardently demonstrated 
by everything he did and by his manner in everything he said. The 
right he frankly conceded to the Gentiles to exclude Jews from their 
ethnic communion was paralleled by the pride with which he himself 
resumed his place in the Jewish ethnic communion. 25 

The Herzlian pride of return was what Western Zionism had to 
formulate ideologically. It was a task in which the Zionists could be 
quite as certain as Herzl of offending the Jewish opponents of Zionism, 
while they could hardly be as sanguine of pleasing the Gentile critics 
of the emancipation. 

Against the Jewish advocates of Utopian Liberalism, the Zionists 
argued, like Herzl, that citizenship alone was no full admission to 
nationality — and even more flatly than he, for he left room for the 
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conclusion that it was only the incomprehensible stubbornness of the 
Gentiles that prevented the full assimilation of the Jews. If the Gentiles 
had been ready to drop their social and cultural barriers, no attach¬ 
ment to their own tradition would have prevented Jews from complete 
assimilation, said Herzl plainly. 26 This conclusion, gainsaid by Herzl’s 
own proud return, was now explicitly denied. Not only was the 
Gentile resistance no mere stubbornness but an historical necessity; 
there was also an historically necessary Jewish resistance to assimila¬ 
tion, a will to preserve their own ethnic segregation, which only hid 
itself behind the conceded right to religious difference. The Jews had 
a right to their ethnic identity. Patriotism was only one of the duties 
of a man of honor, and civic loyalty was not impugned by other, 
compatible loyalties beyond the state. 

Jewish Liberals, too, recognized that much of what they did as a 
religious community — for example their international cooperation in 
defense of other Jews, national bodies to counteract anti-Semitism, 
and separate Jewish student corporations in German universities — 
really had the character of ethnic segregation. Moreover, while they 
contended that the Jews since the emancipation had lost, or were 
losing, their ethnic quality, they were aware that the whole past history 
of the Jews had been essentially that of an ethnic group. But these 
were facts ideology could easily cope with. The Liberals fought for 
the complete dissolution of the vestiges of Jewish ethnic tradition 
through the complete victory of emancipation. As for their self- 
protective segregation, to some extent this was justified as natural 
to a religious brotherhood; and what could not plausibly be explained 
in this way was interpreted as a provisional measure forced upon 
them by circumstances. 27 

Thus, the Zionist argument, that the failure of the emancipation to 
wipe out all nonreligious distinctions between Jews and Gentiles 
simply proved the Jews were more than a religious group, was con¬ 
ceded in practice but denied in theory by Jewish Liberals. So, too, 
the Zionist conclusion, that expressions of Jewish ethnic solidarity 
should not be deplored but strengthened, was likely to meet Gentile 
resistance. The effort to win recognition for Jews as a national minority 
in Eastern Europe would not go unopposed. The revival of Jewish 
national pride, not only in the act of removing Jews from Europe but 
even when they continued to live there, would be grist for the mills 
of anti-Semitism. Precisely in these practical matters, however, the 
Zionists found ways to cooperate with their Jewish ideological oppo¬ 
nents, for the latter found their own justifications for policies in which 
the Zionists saw an expression of the ethnic will to survive. 
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A classic formulation of anti-Zionism was evoked by the prepara¬ 
tions for the First Zionist Congress. It took the form of this press release, 
issued to a number of papers in July 1897 by the famous “Protest 
Rabbis”: 

The Executive Committee of the Association of Rabbis in Germany: Dr. 
Maybaum (Berlin), Dr. Horovitz (Frankfurt), Dr. Guttmann (Breslau), 
Dr. Auerbach (Halberstadt), Dr. Werner (Munich) made the following 
announcement: 

Through the call for a Zionist Congress and through the publication of its 
agenda, such mistaken notions have been spread about the whole subject 
of Judaism and about the objectives of its adherents that the undersigned 
Executive Committee of the Association of Rabbis in Germany regards 
it as proper to make the following explanation: 

(1) The efforts of so-called Zionists to found a Jewish national state 
in Palestine contradict the Messianic promises of Judaism as contained in 
the Holy Writ and in later religious sources. 

(2) Judaism obligates its adherents to serve with all devotion the 
Fatherland to which they belong, and to further its national interests with 
all their heart and with all their strength. 

(3) However, those noble aims directed toward the colonization of 
Palestine by Jewish peasants and farmers are not in contradiction to these 
obligations, because they have no relation whatsoever to the founding of 
a national state. 

Religion and patriotism both lay upon us the duty of asking all who are 
concerned with the welfare of Judaism to stay away from the above- 
mentioned Zionistic endeavors and most particularly from the Congress 
which is still being planned, despite all the warnings against it. 28 

Points 1 and 2 succinctly express anti-Zionist doctrines in a form 
which could satisfy both the rabbis who took a more conservative 
and those who took a more liberal view of the sanctity of tradition. 
The Zionist efforts to effect the return to Palestine and the restoration 
of Jewish sovereignty were denounced in the name of tradition itself. 
In their second point the rabbis by implication rejected Herzl’s volte- 
face in relation to the Emancipation and the anti-Semites. In pointedly 
affirming Jewish loyalty to the Fatherland, they implied that since the 
emancipation the Jews had relinquished any other ethnic loyalties 
they might have had, and were bound to Jews beyond their frontiers 
only by the permissible sympathy of coreligionists. This signified a 
rejection of certain implied views: that citizenship was not all there 
was to nationality; and that in other aspects of nationality, in their 
historic social and cultural ties, Jews were not bound exclusively 
to their compatriots — they had some social and cultural ties which 
bound them in a world-wide ethnic bond with other Jews. In this 
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regard, point 2 stated the denial by anti-Zionists of an opinion that 
Zionists shared with anti-Semites and other critics of the emancipation. 
In another respect, it implied agreement of the anti-Zionists with a 
criticism of the Zionists by anti-Semites and other critics of the 
emancipation. For point 2 implied that if it were true, as the Zionists 
said, that Jews were bound the world over by ethnic bonds, then it 
would be justified to accuse the Jews of disloyalty to the country of 
their citizenship. 

In contrast to these two anti-Zionist planks of the protesting rabbis’ 
platform, point 3 states a position which may be called a virtual non- 
Zionism. Religion might be implied to be the only bond between 
Jews in different countries, and emancipation the definitive solution 
of the Jewish problem — but still there were countries where eman¬ 
cipation was not feasible, where the problem at any rate continued 
acute. The solidarity between Jews throughout the world, however it 
might be defined, demanded that fellow-Jews be aided to emigrate 
from the lands of oppression. And it was a particularly noble aim — 
though quite without relation to any idea of founding a Jewish state 
— to direct them to the colonization of Palestine. 

The contradiction which is apparent between the anti-Zionist and 
non-Zionist points of the protest manifesto should not be considered 
just a random inconsistency, such as often occurs when people act 
upon complex motives. It is something that necessarily follows from 
the anti-Zionist premises themselves. 

On an academic level, whoever wishes to explain Jewish solidarity 
as purely religious can deal plausibly enough with the theoretical 
objections likely to be raised against his position, such as those which 
point out the common descent, and the endogamy, or the separate 
languages and customs, or the historic tradition and myth of the Jews. 
The explanations, at any rate, satisfy their authors fully, which is 
the main point of an ideology. 29 But the international solidarity of 
Jewish coreligionists extended to countries whose legal institutions 
never regarded Jews as equivalent in all respects to their fellow 
citizens except for a distinction of religion, in the Western sense — 
and, so too, it extended to Jewish communities who never accepted 
that theory. The exercise of Jewish solidarity frequently involved, in 
such situations and in relation to such communities, helping to work 
out solutions which implied that an ethnic Jewishness existed. But 
precisely because the Jews were defined by Westerners as a religious 
group — and, in spite of all differences, a single religious group — the 
adherents of anti-Zionist views could not be consistent with their own 
principles if they confined their solidarity exclusively to Jews who 
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were their co-citizens. If the solidarity of coreligionists meant anything 
at all, it had to extend to coreligionists of different countries. The most 
the anti-Zionists could do was to seek to give these activities a char¬ 
acter, or at least a nominal description, that would minimize whatever 
ethnic qualities they might naturally possess. 

Simply to combine together internationally in order to present 
petitions to international conferences dealing with Jewish problems, 
as Western Jews did early in the 1870’s and still do as late as today, 
may raise ideological problems It was natural to evade such issues in 
the early days, before Zionism had established its organs of political 
advocacy and representation deliberately and on principle as expres¬ 
sions of Jewish nationalism. However, in 1936, when the World Jewish 
Congress was convened in order to attempt essentially the same kind 
of international defense of Jewish rights as had been conducted for 
over a century past, some of the non- and anti-Zionists invited to 
participate denounced the proposed Congress in the most positive 
terms: in itself, it was undesirable because Jewish international 
organization and political activity implied an ethnic far more than a 
religious bond; and its effect would be to make anti-Semitic charges 
of an international Jewish conspiracy seem plausible. Yet not only had 
similar organizations and activities been initiated by Western Jews 
long before, but the very bodies who denounced the World Jewish 
Congress in 1936 were later forced to create a new international 
representative body of their own, because the situation after the end 
of the Second World War required it. 30 

The basic predicament is further illustrated by the fight for 
minority rights for Jews in the Diaspora. The Western Jews who 
cooperated with Easterners in the Comite des delegations juives at 
the peace conferences after the First World War did so, in many 
cases, with great reluctance, because the case they were pleading was 
formulated by their clients, the Eastern Jews, on the assumption that 
Jews were a separate ethnic group with a collective title to certain 
rights and liberties. But in the fight against Jewish disabilities in the 
Balkans a generation earlier, Western Jews had themselves claimed 
rights for their coreligionists based on the religio-ethnic millet system 
customary in the Ottoman Empire, not on the Western principle of 
the separation of church and state. So, too, at Versailles the situation 
forced Western Jews — if they wished to express their Jewish solidarity 
at all on the issue — to cooperate with their Eastern brethren in their 
fight for what were called national minority rights. In effect, these 
turned out to be hardly more than the traditional civil rights of an 
emancipated Western citizen, though granted under the (ineffective) 
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guarantee of an international treaty system. 31 But the latter point 
itself, as well as the name “national minority rights,” remained ideolog¬ 
ically obnoxious to non-Zionist Western Jewish organizations, such 
as the American Jewish Committee. In planning for the post-war 
period in the 1940’s, they sought to replace the minority rights system, 
imposed by treaty on especially sensitive areas where minorities con¬ 
sidered themselves ethnic entities, by an International Bill of Rights, 
nominally applying to all countries and eliminating the explicit 
reference to ethnic minorities. 32 

The solution of the Jewish problem through emigration and 
planned territorial resettlement was another project in which Western 
non- and anti-Zionist Jews were led to cooperate even though it 
necessarily bore a strongly ethnic aspect. Here, too, there was the 
attempt to give an ideologically acceptable look to the activity, while 
at the same time satisfying its objective requirements and the require¬ 
ments for cooperation with Eastern Jews, whom it chiefly concerned. 
The cooperation of Western and Eastern Jews in the “territorialist” 
movement is, moreover, directly involved with the developing rela¬ 
tions between Zionists and non-Zionists; and many attitudes which 
were effective in the latter relationship, and thus helped determine 
the way the idea of the Jewish state became “institutionalized,” were 
first worked out by trial in the former relationship. 

in 

As has been noted already, the idea of a territory, not necessarily 
Palestine, to which mass emigration might be sent, thus solving the 
Jewish problem in the countries of oppression, had occurred repeat¬ 
edly to Western Jewish philanthropists and organizations. In the 
1890’s, shortly before the rise of the Herzlian Zionist movement, 
territorialist plans were canvassed with particular interest, and the 
major efforts of Baron de Hirsch in Argentina and elsewhere, outdoing 
even Baron Edmond de Rothschild’s efforts in Palestine, made the 
question a live issue. A number of very pressing practical problems 
caused the acquisition of a Jewish territory to seem especially 
pertinent at that time. 

The wave of migration in 1891, a year of economic distress and 
expulsions of Jews from interior Russia, was the second, if not the 
third or fourth, large-scale Jewish refugee movement with which 
Western Europe was faced. The Western Jews who had to shoulder 
the responsibility for aiding their destitute coreligionists approached 
the problem with the wisdom of their experience during the migration 
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of the 1880’s and of earlier emergencies. The unpreparedness of West¬ 
ern Jews in 1880 was felt to be the reason why so substantial a part 
of the funds raised to save Jews from Russia was spent instead on 
sending them back to the land of their oppression. After that experi¬ 
ence it was considered part of the task of aiding refugees to make 
their reception in the new countries both easy and permanent. The 
unplanned attempts to establish farm colonies in the 80’s, which had 
collapsed in America 33 and only been saved by the timely aid of 
Rothschild in Palestine, would have to be succeeded by properly 
conceived and properly financed schemes of colonization. The un¬ 
controlled and unselected despatch or spontaneous flight of refugees 
to the same places, which strained the resources of way stations and 
caused immigrants to be barred from Palestine or sent back from 
America, would have to stop. The Western European responsibility 
for aiding emigrants could not rest at speeding them on their way, 
but must include making sure that they went to destinations in which 
both geography and social and political conditions guaranteed that 
the Jews would remain — and that the Jewish problem would not dog 
their footsteps. 

A massive flow of emigrants in 1891 concentrated in the Charlotten- 
burg railway depot of Berlin, and the Jews of this city consequently 
took a leading part in organizing international Jewish assistance for 
the refugees. At a conference on the problem held on October 21, 
after over four months of experience with the refugees, a report of 
a subcommittee on the “question of colonization” was delivered by 
Karl Emil Franzos (1848-1904) from which one may learn a good 
deal about the considerations influencing many Western Jews. 

It is evident, first of all, that the question of principle whether, 
and how far, Western Jews should be responsible for a project such 
as the territorial colonization of their coreligionists was a constant 
worry. The Berlin committee had already found it necessary to 
defend itself against the imputation that its free-handed charity at 
Charlottenburg (a liberality encouraged by the Prussian authorities, 
who were anxious to keep the refugees moving out as fast as they 
came in) was one reason why the emigration continued and in¬ 
creased. 34 It was easy to reject this charge, showing that Russian 
oppression, not the benevolence of Berlin Jews, was responsible for 
the mass flight, and arguing, as Franzos did, that simple humani- 
tarianism, let alone a natural sympathy with one’s coreligionists, 
demanded that aid be freely given. Nevertheless, ideological scruples 
continued to make the committee uneasy about the legitimate bounds 
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of its responsibility. Thus, Franzos said that, in principle, it might 
have met the demands of humane duty, and even of honor, if the 
Prussian Jews, who bore the major initial burden of the refugee mass 
at Charlottenburg, left all responsibility for their final settlement to 
the other Western Jews. 

Yet, in view of the extent of the tragedy and the pitiful condition 
of the refugees, no one could feel he had done enough. The Berlin 
Jews could not take the refugees out of the darkness only to send them 
to a new darkness. “So we wished to provide, to colonize, like the 
others and together with the others.” The magnitude of the problem — 
for Franzos expected a continuing flow of emigrants which would 
reach a million — was so great that only a state could properly handle 
it, as was done in the only modern parallel, the mass emigration after 
the Irish famine of the 1840’s. This movement “was directed by a 
government, with the authority, the money, the credit, the adminis¬ 
trative machinery of one of the richest and most efficient states in 
the world.” The Jews had no state. “What is more, we are no longer 
a united people, the Jew in countries of modern culture today is a 
German, Frenchman, Briton of Jewish faith, and thank God that he 
is!” In spite of all that, without the funds, credit, machinery or 
authority of a state, the international brotherhood of Jews must find 
the means and the solidarity to solve the immense problem. 35 

The duty of providing for the refugees at their destination having 
been established, or at least vaguely justified, the question arose, 
“What should be the territory?” or more correctly, “What territory 
should the Berlin Jews choose for their own colonization project?” 
That the question was put in this peculiar way suggests that, in spite 
of the arguments by which Franzos had shown that charity to one’s 
coreligionists should not remain at home, he still thought of the 
responsibility of the Western Jews as essentially parochial rather than 
national in character. The answers he gave to his own question, 
moreover, show that involved in this attitude was a quite deliberate 
avoidance of commitments that implied an ethnic ideological view 
of the problem. 

Franzos spent little time demonstrating that Russian Jews should 
not be colonized in the enlightened countries of Western and Central 
Europe. 

Europe was mentioned least often [in the deliberations of his subcom¬ 
mittee]. Quite correctly so, of course. I need not detail the reasons why 
we would not colonize in Germany, Austria-Hungary, France, and England. 
To be sure, occasionally one of these countries was suggested too. But 
what conceivable suggestions are not made! 36 
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The unelucidated reasons against Jewish colonies in Europe are clear 
from earlier passages of Franzos’ report. The first criterion for a 
suitable territory was the “slightest possible anti-Semitic trend,” for 
Franzos assumed that Jews (and above all, as he felt forced to stress, 
Russian Jews) could go nowhere without provoking some hostility. 
Pertinent, also, was the fact that the aim of colonization should be 
to produce the edifying demonstration that Jews could become and 
remain a self-sustaining peasant class. 

Other reasons spoke against Palestine. Palestine, of course, was 
the center of “a struggle of Weltanschauung , of the entire gamut of 
religious, political, national ideas among Jews.” 37 Just because of their 
controversial character, the ideological issues concerning Palestine 
were not considered by the committee for which Franzos reported. 
However, he reports, under a number of heads, the opinions on the 
subject expressed to the investigating group in the petitions sent by 
Eastern Jews: (1) The petitioners were Jewish not only by faith 
but by nationality and language — meaning Yiddish, gentlemen! — 
and only in Palestine could they hope to bring up their children as 
good and pious Jews in their own tradition. (2) There was religious 
persecution everywhere, including America, and only in Palestine was 
there peace between all faiths. (3) The colonies in Palestine were 
prospering and no one returned from there as they did from America. 
(4) Even if things went badly in Palestine, all Russian Jews longed 
to go there for religious reasons and would be happy to live on bread 
and water in the ancestral land. (5) The Russian Jews were Easterners 
and would find it easier to accommodate themselves to the style of 
life of the Orient than to strange American ways. (6) The free political 
institutions of America, they feared, might lead astray many Jews 
unaccustomed to such license. (7) Many Russian Jews were going to 
Palestine with means of their own, and these could help their poor 
brethren, relieving the Committee of some of its burden. (8) In 
Palestine, and only there, would Jews persist as farmers, for they 
would want to cultivate the soil promised to their forefathers. 

Of these reasons, Franzos assigned only to the last two any 
objective significance. As to the rest, he felt that his opinion could 
be given without entering into an ideological debate. 

Would it be within the realm of partisanship from the standpoint of this 
assembly, which is not met in some Galician hideaway or convened by a 
Hassidic sect, if I say that the dread of learning a foreign language, the 
wish to keep Yiddish and preserve not just the Jewish faith but Jewish 
nationality cannot appeal to us as material grounds in favor of Palestine? 
[Applause] 

As for the longing for Palestine on grounds of religion, this is an element 
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which my role as rapporteur forbids me to bring into the debate. How far 
this element may be considered a material ground for establishing colonies, 
I leave to each of you to determine. 

But the penchant for Oriental customs, the revulsion against American 
liberty, the declaration that Russian Jews prefer the political institutions of 
Turkey to those of America! No, gentlemen, these are hardly material 
grounds in favor of Palestine; they are at most material grounds for our 
feeling obliged all the more, even when these times of stress and strain 
have long gone by, to concern ourselves with the Russian Jews in quiet 
times, too, so that we can introduce to them other views related to our 
own. [Applause] 38 

But setting these ideological matters aside, Franzos gave objective 
reasons why Palestine should not be chosen for the Berlin colony — 
a decision that was perhaps already precluded anyway by the applause 
that greeted Franzos’ ironically omitted ideological remarks. The first 
objective reason was the Sultan’s ban on Jewish immigration, and the 
resulting general difficulties in the country, which had already led 
the Alliance Israelite Universelle to finance the return of immigrants 
to Eastern Europe. The second objective reason was the high cost 
of land in Palestine (which in the ensuing period was bid up even 
higher by the competitive land-buying of Jewish immigrants). The 
final reason — apart from the ideological objection to the national 
character of Palestinian colonization which, once more, was “not 
mentioned”— was Franzos’ suspicion that the Palestinian colony 
would not prove as safe as its sponsors believed. 

As for other territories, Franzos, on behalf of his subcommittee, 
ruled out many on the following interesting principle: Since it was 
assumed that the colony was to be a project sponsored by the German 
committee for assistance to Russian emigrants and by that committee 
alone, the territory where it would be established had to satisfy two 
conditions. These were that (a) the means of the German group 
alone had to be sufficient; and (b) no other, similar group of French, 
British, or American Jews should be in a better position, because 
of geography or the political influence of their own government in 
the territory in question, to act as the sponsor of a colony. 

Such parochialism was hardly dictated by the interests of the 
refugees themselves, and it could never have prevailed in any assembly 
which frankly considered the colonization of the Russian Jews an 
ethnic responsibility, an obligation which implied and gave point to 
the existence of a Jewish people. It is reasonable to see in it not only 
the deliberate rejection of precisely such implications of a national 
Jewish responsibility. One may also suspect some stress of peculiarly 
German national or imperial interests at a time when Germany first 
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began to think in terms of colonial expansion, and when German Jews 
had become accustomed to consider the work of the Alliance Israelite 
Universelle as an activity promoting French interests. 

Western Jews generally could not, of course, consider territorial 
colonization solely in the light of a suitable project to occupy the 
attention of local relief committees, and decide on its scope and loca¬ 
tion according to the means and specific patriotic impulses of the 
benefactors. Certainly American or British Jews, faced with the 
responsibility of the ultimate settlement of the refugees, not of their 
transit alone, had to take a different view and apply a different yard¬ 
stick. They were under the pressure of mounting anti-immigrant feel¬ 
ing in their own countries and feared the menace of anti-Semitism. 
Their yardstick was the magnitude of the refugee problem and of its 
side effects, not the strength and interests of their own organization. 
To serve their purposes a territory, or territories, had to be able to 
divert from London or New York a major part of the refugees. To be 
sure, if this were not possible they also saw the material advantage of 
dispersing at least some immigrants from the slum concentration and 
the symbolic (or, as we would say, the “public relations”) value of 
proving that at least some Jews could become farmers. But this was 
decidedly a “minimum objective,” for only if it were pursued on a 
large scale could territorialist colonization cope with the problem of 
anti-Semitism threatened by the immigrant slum. 

Even a small colonization project necessarily involved negotiating 
for definite political guarantees, though perhaps the political advan¬ 
tages might in that case accrue to a European protecting power, 
rather than to the Jewish colony in its own right. But a major coloniza¬ 
tion project, by its very nature, meant applying for such rights for 
the Jewish settlers as could naturally — and, if the colony succeeded, 
would inevitably — lead to something resembling Jewish national 
sovereignty. This was a probable consequence which Western Jews 
could easily anticipate and had to accept in seeking the political 
conditions indispensable for a large-scale colonization. While there 
was certainly no need for an explicit ideological concession on this 
point so long as the issue was not immediate, the Western interest in 
large-scale colonization in such countries as Mesopotamia, as well, 
of course, as Palestine and Argentina, constituted an implicit commit¬ 
ment not to let ideology stand in the way of cooperation when and if 
it did become an actual issue. 

Pinsker and Herzl, on the other hand, not only accepted at once 
the pragmatic case for large-scale territorial colonization but they 
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developed an ideology based on the restoration of Jewish sovereignty 
as the core of the solution for the Jewish problem everywhere. Further¬ 
more, both men began by considering a territory as such, and not 
the specific territory of Palestine, as the object to be attained. Even 
after he had committed himself, through the Zionist Organization, to 
Palestine, Herzl still was ready to consider seriously the possibility 
of colonization in such a country as Mesopotamia. 39 But the bond 
with Zion had now been firmly established as a primary Zionist prin¬ 
ciple, and it became as much of an ideological compromise for him, 
or for other Zionists, to speak of colonization outside Palestine as for 
a non-Zionist like Cyrus Adler (1863-1940) to seek a territorial solu¬ 
tion of the Jewish or the refugee problem at all. Only practical con¬ 
tingencies quite as urgent as the need of New York Jewry to counteract 
the growth of the East Side slums could bring the Zionist movement 
to consider a territory other than Zion. With the turn of the century, 
such contingencies had arisen in an acute form, and Zionism was 
faced with the test of choosing between ideology and “practicality,” 
between Zion and one or another alternative territory. 

The expedient of territorialism was forced upon Herzl by irre¬ 
sistible pressures, to which he was particularly sensitive because he 
knew his heart disease left him little time to work. There was first 
the fact of his ever more palpable failure to obtain a charter from 
the Sultan. Then, on the other hand, there was the renewed and 
overwhelming pressure of mass emigration from Eastern Europe, 
caused by the cycle of social upheaval and reaction that opened the 
twentieth century in Russia. 40 

These circumstances had led to numerous proposals at the Zionist 
Congresses, in particular by Davis Trietsch, to settle in areas con¬ 
tiguous to Palestine — “Cyprus, El Arish, Sinai” — if the Holy Land 
itself were not available, hoping at some more favorable juncture to 
spread into the ancestral home. 41 The attempt to circumvent ideolog¬ 
ical objections is obvious here, for two not altogether compatible 
arguments seemed to assimilate such countries to the Zionist idea: 
they were near enough to Palestine to be “Bible Lands” and share 
somewhat in the sacredness of Zion — at least, it could be so presented 
— and near enough, too, to make it plausible to think of expanding 
from there to Zion in the future. But what spoke for such an idea 
still more strongly than the sop to principle was that it seemed 
politically feasible. Whenever pressed for Jewish colonization in 
Palestine, the Turks suggested other parts of their territories — and, of 
course, the acceptance by the settlers of Ottoman citizenship. 42 

British willingness to negotiate about a Jewish colony in Sinai — 
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though the plan was eventually rejected by Egypt — gave Herzl his 
first substantial diplomatic advance toward tangible results. By the 
time Britain followed up with the proposal to settle in East Africa 
— a territory in which none but Britain had any formal authority — 
Herzl’s desperation was heightened by the 1903 Kishineff pogrom. 43 
East Africa had no possible association with the sanctity of the Holy 
Land, nor could even an ardent imagination conceive of a natural 
expansion from there to Jerusalem. Yet reluctant proponents of the 
plan still attempted to mitigate the surrender of principle by speaking 
of Uganda as a Nachtasyl , a temporary refuge in which Jews would 
train themselves for their ultimate purpose of establishing Jewish 
sovereignty in Palestine. 44 This line of reasoning, initiated by Herzl, 
may have had its effect on Herzl, too, for he wanted to be convinced. 
But he did not hide from himself the basic ideological renunciation 
which the Uganda plan required. 45 After the stormy Sixth Zionist 
Congress in 1903, where the plan aroused bitter protest, Herzl laid 
bare his heart to a few friends: 

I want to tell you now what my speech before the seventh Congress is to 
be — if I live till then. By that time I shall have Palestine, or else I shall 
have recognized the complete futility of all further effort in that direction. 
In this latter case the summaiy of my speech will be: It was not possible. 
The ultimate goal has not been reached and cannot be reached within the 
calculable future. But we have a compromise achievement — this land in 
which our suffering masses can be settled on a national foundation with 
autonomous rights. I do not believe that for the sake of a beautiful dream 
or a legitimist flag we ought to withhold relief from the unfortunate. But 
I understand at the same time that this has brought a decisive split into 
our movement, and this division passes right through my person. Although 
I was originally a Jewish statist, no matter where, I did later on lift up 
the flag of Zion, and I myself became a lover of Zion. Palestine is the one 
land where our people can come to rest. But hundreds of thousands are 
waiting for immediate help. There is only one way of resolving this 
contradiction: I must resign the leadership. I will, if you so desire, conduct 
the next Congress; after that, elect two Action Committees, one for East 
Africa and one for Palestine. I shall not stand for election in either. But 
whoever should be elected can always have my counsel for the asking. 
And my best wishes will always follow those who devote themselves to 
the fulfillment of that beautiful dream. 46 

The Uganda proposal split the Zionist movement. After Herzl’s 
death, some of those who favored accepting the alternative to Zion 
formed the Jewish Territorial Organization (ITO), under the leader¬ 
ship of Israel Zangwill (1864-1926). Among the territorialists the 
renunciation of Zion was not, in many cases, conceived as an ideo¬ 
logical sacrifice. Quite the contrary: in separating themselves from 
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Zionism they formulated an ideological attack on the exclusive bond 
to Zion, and contended that not historic attachments but present 
conditions should determine the proper location of the Jewish home¬ 
land. The Jewish problem — or more accurately, the problem of the 
Jews, which primarily demanded a solution — would be rationally 
solved only by finding a land best suited for Jewish colonization by 
climate and geography and by its political and social conditions. Yet, 
even though, in following this line of argument, Territorialism 
developed a sharp ideological line dividing it from Zionism and 
rejecting Zion, the organization, at its inception, represented a pref¬ 
erence for pragmatic over ideological considerations. Because of 
this, it enjoyed, from the beginning, the cooperation of Western Jews 
whose interest in territorial colonization was a sacrifice of their own 
ideological assumptions. In the evolution of this cooperative relation¬ 
ship, the Territorialist organization continued to show a marked 
ideological elasticity, and also to accustom its nonnationalist collabo¬ 
rators to a similar elasticity, afterwards extended into the relationship 
between Zionists and non-Zionists in the Jewish Agency for Palestine. 

The willingness to forego ideological rigor was demonstrated at 
the very first conference of the new organization, held like the first 
Zionist Congress in Basle, from July 30 to August 1, 1905. A program 
for the new organization was proposed which read that “the aim of 
ITO is to acquire a territory on a basis of autonomy for those Jews 
who cannot or do not wish to remain in their present countries of 
residence.” This was amended to refer to “a basis of national au¬ 
tonomy”; and the name officially adopted at the Conference for the 
new body was the Jewish Territorialist National Organization. But 
no sooner was the conference over than Zangwill, the newly-elected 
President, dropped the word “national” from both program and title 
of the Organization. It never appeared again. 47 

The reason for this practice was obvious. Zangwill was extremely 
anxious to attract to the new organization leading Jewish figures in 
the political, financial, as well as communal affairs of the Western 
countries. He consistently resisted, for this reason, all attempts to 
conduct the ITO on democratic lines and to give it the same character, 
both popular and partisan, which made the Zionist movement a folk 
movement. The Eastern Territorialists who pressed for democratic 
principles of organization were also the ideological rigorists; but on 
both points it was they who yielded to their leader. And, indeed, 
Zangwill was able to achieve the purpose for which he demanded 
these ideological sacrifices. Even more than the pre-Herzlian Hovevei- 
Zion, he attracted the support of outstanding nonnationalist Jews. 
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The work of the organization was largely conducted by its London 
members, and a man like Lucien Wolf (1857-1930), later famous as 
a determined foe of Zionism, was intimately involved in it. The 
executive committee of the organization was predominantly made up 
of notables like the Americans, Oscar S. Straus, Daniel Guggenheim, 
and Judge Mayer Sulzberger, and the Germans, James Simon and 
Paul Nathan, founders of the Hilfsverein der deutschen Juden, all 
cool or hostile to Jewish nationalism. 48 

So well understood was the pragmaticism of the Territorialist 
Organization, that Jacob H. Schiff (1847-1920) did not hesitate to 
propose a function for it directly at variance with its ideological 
goals. 49 He wrote to Zangwill that his own real wish was that Russian 
Jews might some day be free in Russia, just as Zangwill hoped 
ultimately to offer them freedom in a new Jewish territory. But in 
view of the urgency of the existing problem, 

... it behooves us to consider ways and means, the carrying out of 
which shall enable those of our co-religionists in Russia who wish to leave 
to find the land adapted for their prompt reception. It appears to me that 
in this existing emergency the Jewish Territorial Organization, if for the 
time being it will occupy itself with something which is immediately 
practicable and sidetrack its cherished project of finding a separate land of 
refuge where the Jew can live under autonomous conditions, can be of very 
great service to the momentous and pressing cause which we all have so 
very much at heart. 

The “immediately practicable” undertaking that Schiff had in mind 
was what later became known as the Galveston Project. Its aim, 
shared by Territorialism, was to forestall the ill effects anticipated 
from the continued crowding of immigrants into slums, where, among 
other evils, there was the likelihood of provoking anti-Jewish feeling. 
But its method was the reverse of the Territorialist method. Instead 
of establishing the Jews in a solid mass, capable of sustaining itself 
apart from the Gentiles, they were to be dispersed widely in interior 
America on the theory that hostility to the Jews as a minority group 
was directly related to their numbers and concentration. In spite of 
the ideological inconsistency, Zangwill accepted a role for the ITO 
in carrying out the Galveston Project. And, after all, if Territorialism 
was resorted to because Zion seemed unavailable and the need for 
immediate relief was urgent, then it was reasonable, when no territory 
seemed available and the need remained urgent, to avoid if not dis¬ 
solve anti-Semitism by dispersing the immigrants rather than segregat¬ 
ing them in a concentrated body. 

In the nine years of Zangwill’s active leadership of the ITO, he 
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paralleled the whole gamut of disappointments that had marked 
Herzl’s nine years of Zionist activity. In Uganda, Canada, Australia, 
and Angola (Portuguese West Africa) Zangwill sought in vain for 
a charter to found an autonomous Jewish colony. Of his Western 
friends, some dropped out — often enough, in order to give more 
support to Palestine — and others advised him to keep the organization 
alive by transforming it into a general agency for aid to Jewish 
emigrants, converting into an avowed aim what he had accepted, 
in the case of the Galveston Project, as a temporary expedient. But 
this was going too far for Zangwill, and in 1914 he was ready to 
disband the ITO or resign its leadership. The war broke out, making 
this painful decision unnecessary, for, unable to meet, the organiza¬ 
tion passed into decline. Only in the East, where Territorialism was 
maintained as a small but solidly ideological movement, did its 
partisans keep the flame alive, to revive the movement in a new form 
in a later period. 50 


IV 

In the decade before the first World War, Jewish ideologies and 
prescriptions for solving the Jewish problem had been considerably 
elaborated. 51 There were not only Zionism and Territorialism, on the 
one hand, as opposed to the reliance on Jewish civic emancipation, 
on the other. In addition, Eastern European Jews had developed the 
ideas of minority rights and a variety of subsidiary proposals, ranging 
from a region of concentrated Jewish settlement in Russia itself to 
state-supported facilities for individuals, however widely dispersed, 
to maintain their traditional culture and their Yiddish language and 
literature as an inalienable right. But together with the great cultiva¬ 
tion of ideologies, the period was also marked by broad practical 
cooperation between Jews of widely differing ideologies, and between 
Jews of the East and the West. Not only the Territorialists but the 
Zionists in those years took a “practical” rather than doctrinaire turn; 
and since the Zionists were working in a single country rather than 
in all possible territories, and with a deeply rooted, historically 
founded popular consensus, their period of practical work yielded 
important, even crucial results. In this period of Practical Zionism, 
the habit of cooperation between Western and Eastern Jews of 
diverse ideologies, whose growth we noted in relation to Territorialism, 
was strengthened in regard to Palestine, too. The same observation 
may be made regarding the ideological opponents in Eastern Europe. 
For during a time when the ultimate objective of Zionism, the full 
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solution of the Jewish problem through the restoration of Jewish 
sovereignty, seemed remote, Eastern Zionists devoted themselves to 
what they called Gegenwartsarbeit. This pursuit of “immediate” ob¬ 
jectives concerned itself very successfully with the development of 
modern institutions of Hebrew and Yiddish education and culture 
in Eastern Europe. In this work their activities, considered as a 
necessary preparation for the ultimate Zionist aim, ran parallel to 
those of their ideological opponents, who denied that the final solu¬ 
tion of the Jewish problem meant that all or a great part of Russian 
Jewry must go to Palestine. 52 

The practical cooperation and ideological elasticity of this period, 
particularly in the relations between Eastern nationalists and West¬ 
erners, were based, no doubt, on the patent inability of either ideolog¬ 
ical party to act successfully on its strict principles alone. The 
political Zionists turned to “practical” work in Palestine because they 
saw no way of getting their charter, and Westerners joined them in 
this activity because the urgent needs of Eastern Jewry would ob¬ 
viously not be solved by a speedy emancipation in Russia — and be¬ 
cause, moreover, the demand for exclusion of certain kinds of 
immigrants was growing continually stronger in the West. The new 
situation brought on by the First World War changed all this 
radically. For the Zionists there opened up the possibility of an un¬ 
precedented advance to their goal, by the most direct approach, in 
the negotiations leading to the Balfour Declaration. They saw pros¬ 
pects of success through the outright recognition of their central 
ideological demand. For the nonnationalists, on the other hand, these 
prospects sharpened ideological differences all at once, and led to a 
recrudescence of doctrinaire anti-Zionism in the West. 

The line-up of powers in the First World War presented a severe 
and troublesome difficulty to Western Jews in the Allied countries. 
The foremost problem that had concerned the leaders and organiza¬ 
tions concerned with Jewish rights had been the situation in Russia. 
The American Jews, who by concerted pressure had induced their 
government to denounce its commercial treaty with Russia because 
of discrimination against Jews bearing American passports, and who 
had openly refused to aid Russia’s projected bond issues because of 
its Jewish policy, set a standard of militancy that all Western Jews 
would have liked to emulate. 53 But despite the bitter insistence of 
men like Lucien Wolf, neither the French nor the British Jews could 
persuade their governments to endanger their relations with Russia 
in the days of the Triple Entente. And when the war broke out these 
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men were obliged to cooperate in a campaign of patriotic propaganda 
in which Russia, as one of the Allies, could hardly be effectively 
criticized and the Allies as a body had to be extolled. This was a 
task which became exceedingly difficult when reports began to arrive 
of Russian administrative measures and pogroms against Jews in the 
border areas, while, on the other hand, other reports told of German 
measures, exceeding the bounds prescribed for an occupation force 
under international law, establishing Jewish rights in newly conquered 
provinces. 54 If it was a patriotic duty to win the support of Jews 
throughout the world for one’s own government, then this was a duty 
that was made far easier for the Western Jews of Berlin than for the 
Western Jews of London and Paris. 

Next only to the plight of Eastern European Jewry, the emergency 
which arose for the Palestinian settlement was a matter of concern 
to Western Jewry. In a country traditionally dependent on outside 
support, the war, cutting off Palestine from its sources of supply, 
brought a critical shortage both of food and funds. Added to this 
were the oppressive measures of the Turkish military governor, Jemal 
Pasha, who treated the Zionist Jews as potential enemies, imprisoning 
their leaders and expelling large numbers as foreign nationals. 55 
Western Jews, particularly the Jews of Germany and Austria, allied 
with Turkey, and also the very influential Jewry of neutral America, 
worked to mitigate the wartime economic stringencies and counteract 
the effects of Turkish anti-Zionist measures in Palestine, 56 just as 
French and British Jews, together with American Jewry, worked to 
reverse the anti-Jewish policy of Russia. But in the case of Palestine 
these efforts enjoyed a considerable measure of success, while this 
could hardly be said regarding Russia. In fact, Jewish protests in 
London against Russian actions regularly met with denials or evasions 
by British representatives and British correspondents in Moscow who, 
as it turned out, were in close and cooperative contact with Russian 
official anti-Semites. 57 This did not make it easier to conduct Allied 
propaganda among Jews in neutral countries. As for the situation in 
Palestine, the fact that some effective assistance to the community 
was facilitated by Turkey made for good will; while, on the other 
hand, the awareness of the catastrophic results that could be pre¬ 
cipitated by increased Turkish hostility was a constant check on 
tendencies to pro-Allied or pro-Zionist expressions in the neutral 
countries. 

Not only did the British Jews find it difficult to propagandize their 
country’s cause abroad, but they found themselves faced with an 
unpleasant domestic problem owing to the Jewish situation in the 
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war. The Jews in London’s Whitechapel included a considerable 
number of alien immigrants from Russia who were not called up 
for British military service. But, as nationals of Russia, an Allied 
country, these men were subject to official pressures to serve in their 
own native land’s war efforts. The resistance of Whitechapel to such 
military service, hardened by constant reports of Russian anti-Semitic 
excesses, led to anti-Semitic symptoms in England itself and also to 
suggestions, defended by Herbert Samuel, that the government might 
resort to deportation. 

All the Liberal instincts of Britain revolted both at this suggestion 
and at the situation which had evoked it. Placed in a false moral 
position by association with Russia and its persecution of the Jews 
from the beginning of the war, the British now found themselves 
directly involved in the secondary effects of that persecution. The 
pressure of Russian immigration had made Britain before the war 
adopt a policy of immigrant exclusion that vaguely offended the 
liberal and humanitarian consensus of the mother country of tolerance 
and free trade; now it had made Britain play the atavistic role of 
hectoring and pressing unwilling refugees into the service of their 
persecutors. It was felt that the recalcitrants of Whitechapel must 
be offered some more acceptable alternative than enforced service for 
a country which had virtually driven them out and still continued a 
vicious persecution of Jews. Let Britain offer naturalization to those 
who joined its own forces, and let it organize a Jewish Legion to 
march under a Zionist banner — these suggestions seemed far more 
worthy of Britain. Herbert Samuel, for one, was “very much im¬ 
pressed” by them, for Samuel from the very beginning of the war 
had favored a British Zionist policy for postwar Palestine and a com¬ 
pact between Britain and Jews throughout the world based on such 
a policy. 58 

The question of Allied relations with the Jews was, thus, a source 
of moral perplexity from the beginning of the war. But in 1916 
the moral unease sharpened to a more practical and urgent discomfort. 
The need to bring America into the war on the side of the Allies 
became clearer from day to day. No influence that could hinder or- 
advance that achievement was too small to be ignored, and the 
influence of American Jews was rated by the Western Allies as far 
from small. To seek to assuage Jewish hostility in America by revers¬ 
ing Russian anti-Jewish policies, as Lucien Wolf demanded, was 
impossible so long as the Czar ruled. After the Kerensky revolution, 
when it appeared that Jews would gain their rights in Russia, there 
still seemed to be need to make sure of Jewish sympathy. But there 
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seemed to be another way — and according to authoritative and un¬ 
biased opinion, a more effective way — which the Russian Jews them¬ 
selves publicly approved as soon as Kerensky made them free to 
speak: the way of Zionism. 59 

The first to suggest this expedient as a suitable method to win 
the sympathy of Jews had been the non-Zionist circles with whom 
the Allied governments were in contact. In November 1915 a group 
of French Jews had set up a Comite frangais d’information et d’action 
aupres des juifs des pays neutres , and the government sent the 
historian, Guillaume Victor Basch, on a propaganda mission to the 
Jews of America. Not succeeding very well with the argument that 
the Allied cause was an expression of essential Jewish ideals, Basch 
made vague hints about Allied intentions to do something for the 
Jews in Palestine after the war. On returning to Paris he tried, un¬ 
successfully, to persuade the Comite to set up an international com¬ 
mittee to consider Jewish postwar rights and demands, a project being 
actively agitated in America. 60 While the French Jews were not ready 
to draw any conclusions from the Basch mission, French and British 
government circles took note of the mission s failure. The latter, in 
December 1915, had requested Lucien Wolf, a “distinguished Jewish 
public figure who was familiar with Jewish attitudes in the neutral 
countries and particularly in America,” to draw up a plan for Allied 
propaganda among Jews. 61 Declaring that he was no Zionist and re¬ 
gretted the development of the Jewish national movement, Wolf stated 
that the Zionist movement could not be ignored. He suggested that, 
without promising outright to set up a Jewish state, it might be possible 
to turn the American Jews into “enthusiastic adherents of the Allies” 
by appropriate proposals regarding the future of Palestine. The pro¬ 
posals suggested were essentially those being made to the British by 
non-Zionist spokesmen, which Wolf formulated in specific terms in a 
communication of March 3, 1916. 

But if the way to win Jewish sympathy was to appease the Zion¬ 
ists, then it obviously made more sense to negotiate directly with 
the Zionists themselves. This proposal was made to the British in¬ 
dependently in October 1916 by James Malcolm. Through his activity 
on behalf of Armenian nationalism and particularly of the Armenian 
volunteers for armed service with Britain, Malcolm had met Zionists 
engaged in parallel activities. Finding his friend, Sir Mark Sykes, in 
a mood of depression one day over the Allied fortunes in neutral 
America, as instanced by the Basch report, Malcolm immediately 
suggested negotiating directly with the Zionists. He thus reawakened 
Sykes’ earlier interest in Zionism and helped establish new contacts 
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with the Zionist leadership out of which the Balfour Declaration then 
arose. 62 

Consideration of the future of Palestine and the possibility of a 
Jewish national restoration there after the war, both by the British 
government and the Western Jews, began long before the need to 
draw in neutral America became acute. At the end of October 1914, 
Turkey entered the war and, less than two weeks later, on November 
9, the British Prime Minister, Mr. Herbert Asquith, said in the House 
of Commons that, “it is the Ottoman Government and not we who 
have rung the death-knell of Ottoman dominion, not only in Europe 
but in Asia.” On the same day a member of the Cabinet, Herbert 
Samuel, spoke to the Foreign Secretary, Sir Edward Grey, about the 
future of Palestine and the possibility that “the opportunity might 
arise for the fulfillment of the ancient aspiration of the Jewish people 
and the restoration there of a Jewish State.” 63 So, too, at the very 
beginning of the war both Zionists and non-Zionists were immediately 
aware that a new status for Palestine might emerge, and both began 
to think and take action looking toward the future. Tentative negotia¬ 
tions began at once along lines that were sometimes parallel, some¬ 
times conflicting, and sometimes converging. 

The first to take definite action was Herbert Samuel himself. His 
action was independent and without the knowledge of leading Zion¬ 
ists, whom he had apparently approached only for material describing 
the movement. 64 By January 1915 Samuel had sent to a few Cabinet 
members a memorandum outlining his proposals, and in March his 
revised memorandum was circulated and discussed. Even though the 
Foreign Secretary and other Cabinet members were quite friendly, 
several of them having become sympathetic to the Zionist idea years 
before during Herzl’s and ZangwilFs East African negotiations, sharp 
opposition by the Prime Minister closed out the issue for the time 
being. In the meantime, Herbert Samuel had come into closer con¬ 
tact with the Zionists; and his subsequent activities form part of the 
Zionist negotiations leading to the Balfour Declaration. 

It is interesting to note how swiftly Herbert Samuel, coming to 
the question with a fresh mind, passed from a relatively simple to a 
rather more complex definition of his Zionist objective. He began 
with the idea of a Jewish state protected by an international guarantee 
of its neutrality, but almost at once realized that so long as the Arabs 
were a majority in Palestine the idea was impracticable. Examining 
other alternatives, such as French annexation, the status quo , and 
internationalization, he very quickly concluded that annexation of 
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the territory to Britain with support of Jewish immigration, leading 
to Home Rule, was the best. 65 

The Zionists, for their part, had to take other circumstances into 
account which also favored a cautious formulation of their aims. 
When the war broke out, the headquarters of the World Zionist 
Organization were in Germany; and even though it was proposed 
almost at once to move to a neutral country in order to make possible 
continued work as an international body, the new headquarters in 
Copenhagen remained in closer contact with Germany than with 
Allied countries. Moreover, Palestine itself until near the end of the 
war was controlled by Turkey, and it was by no means certain at 
that time that this would not remain true when the war ended. The 
Zionists in Berlin and Constantinople, at any rate, could work on 
no other assumption. Zionists in Allied countries, who were free to 
assume the collapse of the Ottoman Empire after the war, could not 
conduct negotiations on this basis unless they were willing to disrupt 
the international Zionist organization. The broad, international char¬ 
acter of Zionist diplomacy did, indeed, break down during the war. 
After 1916, at least, Weizmann and his friends in the Allied countries, 
together with the American Zionists, worked with little reference to 
the Zionist offices in Copenhagen and in Central Europe. 66 

However, even if they were willing to sacrifice the functional unity 
of the World Zionist Organization, there were other considerations 
which could influence Zionists in the West to temper their demands. 
To make a flat proposal that the Allies set up a Jewish State in 
Palestine after the war would not only fly in the face of the existing 
Arab preponderance; it would risk provoking Turkish reprisals against 
the Jewish community in Palestine. Moreover, the traditional Zionist 
formula, worked out in a form suitable for negotiation with the Turks, 
demanded only a national home secured under public law — which, 
for all practical purposes, meant the immediate right to colonize 
under a charter granted by a suzerain power leaving the independent 
Jewish state to be claimed when Palestine had a Jewish majority. This 
position originally adopted out of respect for Turkey’s existing au¬ 
thority, was also one that took account of the small Jewish population 
that then lived in Palestine, and on these grounds was certain to 
recommend itself to a leader who, like Weizmann, regularly consulted 
the cautious, skeptical Ahad Ha’am. 67 

Another “moderating” influence was the necessity of negotiating 
for united action with the leaders of the French and British Jewish 
communities, who, in the main, were opponents of Zionism. In Novem- 
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ber 1914 and in February and April 1915, leaders of the World 
Zionist Organization and of the British Zionists negotiated with the 
Conjoint Foreign Committee of the Jewish Board of Deputies and 
the Anglo-Jewish Association. The Zionists ended by asking whether 
the Conjoint Committee would cooperate on the basis of the Basle 
program, or, if not, to what extent it would support Zionist demands. 
On April 27, the Committee replied that it could not accept the Zionist 
formula, and then defined its own program for Palestine, which it 
intended to pursue independently if the Zionists would not accept 
its terms. 68 Even though negotiations continued for over two years, 69 
the Conjoint Committee did press separate proposals upon the British 
government, not neglecting to stress that they and not the Zionists 
were the authoritative representatives of British Jewry. The Zionists, 
meanwhile, conducted a public campaign and made private contacts 
on behalf of their own program. So, too, in France vague negotiations 
between the Zionists and the French Jewish leaders, on one hand, 
and between the latter and British Jewish leaders on the other, 
continued inconclusively, while public evidence of the Jews’ divided 
views on the future of Palestine was not wanting. 70 In America, the 
question of a united Jewish stand, not only on the future of Palestine 
but on all Jewish postwar problems, was raised even more sharply. 
A public ideological debate was provoked by negotiations which 
began in 1915 concerning a Jewish Congress to formulate proposals 
for the anticipated Peace Conference. This project not only was 
opposed by the antinationalist leaders of the American Jewish Com¬ 
mittee but was discouraged at the time by representatives of the 
World Zionist Organization who feared the effects on their relations 
with Ottoman authorities and on the welfare of the Jewish community 
in Palestine. In the later years of the war, the movement for a Jewish 
Congress gathered force once more, and the independent activities 
of various American Jewish factions were forced into a common 
channel. 71 

In all these negotiations, it is reasonable to suppose that the 
collision of opposed viewpoints tended to sharpen differences, while 
the never renounced intention of arriving at an agreement tended to 
moderate differences. It would be interesting, but impossible, and 
somewhat pointless in this context, to undertake a close textual study 
of all available statements of Zionists and their Jewish opponents in 
the light of such suppositions. In the process of framing the Balfour 
Declaration, the debate within the Jewish community, outside Britain 
at least, was considered by the British Cabinet only in a very broad, 
general way as indicating the relative power, the pervasiveness and 
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intensity, of Zionist and anti-Zionist views. However the debate within 
English Jewry had a more specific influence. Once the Cabinet had 
set itself to formulate a policy on Palestine that could satisfy the 
Jews, it had to consider drafts independently presented not only by 
supporters but by opponents of Zionism in England. The traces of 
both views have been left on the Declaration. 

The first formal draft for a British statement on Jewish interests 
in Palestine was proposed to the government by an opponent of 
Zionism, Lucien Wolf, on behalf of the Conjoint Foreign Committee. 
In it Wolf presented a formula which he had worked out in the 
course of negotiations with the Zionists during 1914-1915 as a basis 
of agreement which, in his opinion, took sufficient account of Zionist 
ideas. 

Relying on the fact that the Tenth and Eleventh Zionist Congresses 
in 1911 and 1913 had been dominated by the Practical Zionists, Wolf 
contended that the Zionists did not really need to hold to the Basle 
program, for they themselves had adopted a different policy in the 
most recent Congresses. 72 This was a pointless argument to use, for 
the Zionists who negotiated with Wolf in 1914-1915 had been directly 
responsible for the overturn of 1911-1913 and knew best how to 
interpret it. The prevailing mood of the First Congress, in adopting 
the Basle program in 1897, had been opposed to colonizing Palestine 
so long as no charter had been granted for the purpose and the 
country had not been recognized by public law as a home for the 
Jewish people. In 1911, when there was no prospect of such a charter 
or such recognition, Weizmann and his friends were prepared to 
colonize on the basis of existing laws; but their Practical Zionism, 
aiming to build a larger and stronger Jewish community in Palestine, 
always hoped for an opportunity to alter its political status. The 
Zionists who in 1914-1916 were working in Germany or in Turkey 
still anticipated no change in this situation. But precisely because 
Weizmann wished to stake the Zionist future on an Allied victory, 
the time had come, from the point of view of Practical Zionism itself, 
to seek a new political status in line with the Basle program. 

Much the same observation may be made about Lucien Wolfs 
attempt to present “cultural Zionism” as a more moderate aim which 
would satisfy the Eastern European Jews instead of a defined national 
status in Palestine. No one was cooler to Weizmann’s negotiations 
with the “assimilationists” in London than Ahad Ha’am, the father of 
“cultural Zionism.” For, his opposition to Herzl, too, had been one 
that was based on a difference concerning the sequence and impor- 
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tance rather than the substance of Zionist aims. Holding a political 
victory unlikely in the existing circumstances, he had considered it 
far more important to revive a vigorous national consensus against the 
time when there would be more propitious political conditions. But 
with all his native caution, Ahad Ha’am, too, knew that those days of 
1916 were a critical political opportunity, and he urged the most 
precise and far-reaching political guarantees that could realistically 
be asked for. 73 

It was, of course, his own ideological views which Lucien Wolf 
had in mind in defining, as he did, a “Zionist” position with which 
his group could come to terms. This position he proposed to the 
Foreign Office on behalf of the Conjoint Foreign Committee on 
March 3, 1916: 

In the event of Palestine coming within the spheres of influence of Great 
Britain or France at the close of the war, the Governments of those Powers 
will not fail to take account of the historic interest that country possesses 
for the Jewish community. The Jewish population will be secured in the 
enjoyment of civil and religious liberty, equal political rights with the 
rest of the population, reasonable facilities for immigration and colonisation, 
and such municipal privileges in the towns and colonies inhabited by them 
as may be shown to be necessary . 74 

Wolfs draft was discussed by Sir Edward Grey with the French 
and transmitted to St. Petersburg for a Russian opinion. Noting the 
probable inadequacy of the formula for its purpose of gaining Jewish 
sympathy for the Allies through an appeal to their Zionist sentiments, 
Sir Edward commented: 

The only object of His Majesty’s Government is to secure some agreement 
which will be sufficiently attractive to the majority of Jews to facilitate 
the conclusion of an understanding that would be assured of Jewish support. 
Having this consideration in view, it appears to His Majesty’s Government 
that if the scheme provided for enabling the Jews, when their colonists 
have grown strong enough to rival the Arab population, to take in hand 
the administration of the internal affairs of this region (excluding Jerusalem 
and the Holy Places), then the agreement would be much more attractive 
for the majority of Jews . 75 

The French, in reply, were apparently cool to the whole idea, feeling 
that the proposed formula did not go far enough to achieve its pur¬ 
pose. 76 The Russians simply indicated that as far as Palestine was 
concerned, they were prepared to agree to any plan that would safe¬ 
guard the rights of the Orthodox Church, and would make no objec¬ 
tion in principle against Jewish colonization in that land. 77 At that 
very time, Sir Mark Sykes was in St. Petersburg with Georges Picot 
negotiating the postwar partition of the Ottoman provinces, and he 
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discussed with Sazonov, the Russian Foreign Minister, “the possibility 
that Zionism might solve the Jewish problem of Russia.” 78 In London, 
it appears, British officials suggested that a definite Zionist proposal 
be submitted, but the Zionist leaders feared the time was not yet 
ripe. 79 Months later, in October, James Malcolm’s visit set off a series 
of events which established the contact between Sykes and Weizmann 
and Nahum Sokolow and eventually led to the Balfour Declaration. The 
idea that an Allied pro-Zionist postwar scheme might win Jewish 
sympathy had led to serious negotiation 80 with the Zionists themselves. 

Formal definitions of the Zionist objectives, after the Samuel 
memorandum of early 1915, began to reach the British Cabinet in 
October 1916. 81 However, it was apparent then that the Asquith 
Cabinet would finally break up, as it did early in December. The 
new Lloyd George Cabinet was installed in the same month, and 
negotiations were soon resumed with the Zionists. Their heightened 
seriousness under the new regime was indicated when, at a meeting 
on February 7, 1917, Sir Mark Sykes induced the Zionists — who in 
their surprise hardly welcomed this extraordinary assignment — to 
undertake the diplomatic task of gaining Allied, particularly French, 
as well as Papal approval for a British pro-Zionist declaration. 82 When 
America entered the war in April, Balfour himself, on his visit to the 
United States, took decisive soundings on the American attitude. 83 
Before the Foreign Secretary’s return in June, the Zionists had already 
been informed that the British Government was ready to give con¬ 
crete support to Zionist plans, as Dr. Weizmann duly announced at 
a special conference of the English Zionist Federation. 84 On the 
other hand, the alerted opponents of Zionism among British Jews had 
finally opened their public offensive against a pro-Zionist declaration, 
and when the Zionist formulas began to be considered by the Cabinet 
in July, they were presented against a background of anti-Zionist 
arguments and counter-proposals. 85 To these a recently returned 
Jewish member of the government, Herbert Samuel’s cousin, Edwin 
Samuel Montagu (1879-1924), added his powerful voice. 86 As noted by 
Ahad Ha’am, the Cabinet drafted its own statement without much 
reference to the Zionist drafts. 87 Even less attention was ultimately 
paid to the proposals of the anti-Zionists. Yet no one can study the 
evolution of the final form of the Balfour Declaration without noting, 
in the separate line the British took for themselves, an intention to 
consider the sensibilities of both Zionists and anti-Zionists. 

The principles which the Zionists wished to have expressed in 
the declaration were variously formulated in numerous different 
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drafts, but may be summarized under several heads: (1) the recogni¬ 
tion of Palestine as destined to be a Jewish state; (2) the recognition 
of a Jewish chartered company with powers to resettle Jews in 
Palestine in order to provide the necessary conditions for realizing 
Jewish national sovereignty; and (3) the recognition of linguistic as 
well as civil and religious rights of minorities in Palestine which should 
protect the national status of Jews and non-Jews in Palestine, who¬ 
ever might be in the majority at a given time. 88 

As to the first point, there was hardly any attempt to obtain a 
statement explicitly containing the phrase “Jewish state.” At an earlier 
stage of the negotiations, thinking it necessary to overcome British 
hesitation because of a possible clash with French interests, Weizmann 
had suggested what amounted to an immediate and direct assumption 
of power in Palestine by the Zionists. 

If Great Britain does not wish anybody else to have Palestine, this means 
it will have to watch it and stop any penetration of another Power. Such 
a course involves as much responsibility as would be involved by a British 
Protectorate over Palestine, with the sole difference that watching is a 
much less efficient preventive than an actual Protectorate. I therefore 
thought that the middle course could be adopted: viz. The Jews take over 
the country; the whole burden of organisation falls on them, but for the 
next ten or fifteen years they work under a temporary British Protectorate . 89 

But by the time that specific drafts for a declaration were being 
drawn up, only Herbert Sidebotham proposed a version referring to 
the Jewish state as well as to a National Home for the Jewish people. 
He was then forced to explain in his draft that a Jewish state does 
not mean one with an exclusively Jewish population nor one which 
discriminates in favor of the Jewish and against other religions. 90 The 
final draft the Zionists intended to present to the Cabinet avoids these 
ideological entanglements, and also observes Ahad Ha’am’s injunction 
to ask only for what could realistically be promised in the circum¬ 
stances that would prevail immediately after the war. 91 They proposed 
that Britain accept “the principle of recognizing Palestine as the 
National Home of the Jewish people.” The term “national home,” 
derived from the Basle program’s “Heimstaette,” was, of course, more 
obscure as well as more realistic than the phrase “Jewish state”; and 
once it was introduced into ideological debate, British leaders were 
not slow to note its ambiguity. Lord Curzon’s questions on this point 
caused Balfour to give an interpretation which Lloyd George records 
as follows: 

As to the meaning of the words “national home,” to which the Zionists 
attach so much importance, he understood it to mean some form of British, 
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American, or other protectorate, under which full facilities would be given 
to the Jews to work out their own salvation and to build up, by means of 
education, agriculture, and industry, a real centre of national culture and 
focus of national life. It did not necessarily involve the early establishment 
of an independent Jewish State, which was a matter of gradual development 
in accordance with the ordinary laws of political evolution . 92 

Since Weizmann anticipated a period of gradual development toward 
a Jewish majority, which would be an achievement that only Jewish 
efforts and not the British government could possibly guarantee, and 
since the British were equally clear about this division of respon¬ 
sibilities, he could realistically expect no more than a declaration 
granting Jews a chance to work toward a Jewish state. This was 
the commonly understood significance of the term “national home” 
among those who had a hand in the framing of the Balfour Declara¬ 
tion. 93 

The second point, the recognition of a Jewish chartered company, 
indicated the practical means which, with the support of a declared 
policy of “full and free” Jewish immigration and intensive settlement 
of public lands, would be employed to carry out the transition from 
the “national home” to the “Jewish commonwealth.” The various 
drafts advanced by Zionists all included provisions on this point, and 
in several of them it was specified that the agency proposed would 
represent the worldwide Jewish people in its activities. As for the 
third point, in the most extensive draft the recognition of existing 
communities in Palestine and their rights of cultural and adminis¬ 
trative autonomy was claimed for all nationalities, in others specifically 
on behalf of the Jews, and in the briefest dropped altogether. Finally, 
some of the drafts took pains to mention the need for an “integral 
Palestine” or for uniting “the whole area of historic Palestine under 
one administration.” 94 

Sokolow had stressed that the proposed declaration, a unilateral 
British policy statement, was “not an agreement, neither is it a full 
programme.” The draft must therefore be brief and general and eschew 
detail. 90 Seeking to abide by these instructions, the Zionist drafters 
on July 12 drew up a statement containing their three essential points: 
first, “the principle of recognising Palestine as the National Home of 
the Jewish people”; second, “the grant of internal autonomy to the 
Jewish nationality in Palestine”; and third, “freedom of immigration 
for Jews, and the establishment of a Jewish National Colonising Cor¬ 
poration for the re-settlement and economic development of the coun¬ 
try.” However, the British rejected this draft as too long and detailed, 
and sent Sokolow back with precise guidelines for a formula containing 
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two points: “(1) the recognition of Palestine as the national home of 
the Jewish people, (2) the recognition of the Zionist Organisation.” 
Thus, under date of July 18, 1919, Lord Rothschild requested a British 
declaration in the following form, strictly following the requirements 
set down by British officials: 96 

(1) H.M. Government accepts the principle that Palestine should be 
reconstituted as the national home of the Jewish people. 

(2) H.M. Government will use its best endeavours to secure the 
achievement of this object and will discuss the necessary methods 
with the Zionist Organization. 97 

The spirit in which this draft was framed is quite clear, if one 
compares it with Zionist proposals. It consistently restricts the extent 
and the precision of the commitments made by the British govern¬ 
ment. Its spirit is one of a caution dictated by long experience in 
colonial administration. Even the briefest draft considered by the 
Zionists, on July 17, 1917, had added a specific reference to a chartered 
company as among the “methods and means” the British government 
would discuss with the Zionists. 

But the revisions were not yet ended. The July 18 draft, though 
submitted for approval to President Wilson, had to yield to the 
criticism of Montagu, leading to the final version, forwarded on 
October 10 to President Wilson and promulgated, after some last- 
minute revision, on November 2, 1917. Described in the letter of 
transmittal as a “declaration of sympathy with Jewish Zionist aspira¬ 
tions,” the document read: 

His Majesty’s Government view with favour the establishment in Palestine 
of a national home for the Jewish people, and will use their best endeavours 
to facilitate the achievement of this object, it being clearly understood that 
nothing shall be done which may prejudice the civil and religious rights of 
existing non-Jewish communities in Palestine, or the rights and political 
status enjoyed by Jews in any other country. 98 

The differences from earlier drafts are of two kinds. There are, 
first, changes in phrasing which tend even further to restrict the 
extent and mitigate the degree of Britain’s commitment. Instead of 
“Palestine . . . reconstituted as the national home,” there is reference 
to “the establishment in Palestine of a national home.” Instead of 
using its best endeavors “to secure,” the government would use its 
best endeavors “to facilitate” the achievement of the object. Also, all 
reference to the Zionist Organization is eliminated from the body of 
the declaration and relegated to the introductory sentence. Secondly, 
there were added two specific clauses, explaining that the “national 
home” policy would have no ill effects for two parties in interest, 
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the non-Jewish communities in Palestine and the Jewish communities 
outside Palestine. Their obvious purpose was political, to give guar¬ 
antees to groups who might think themselves adversely affected in 
order, if possible, to forestall or moderate their opposition. 

There was a consistent direction of change in the differences be¬ 
tween the first and final drafts, the first draft and Zionist proposals, 
and, for that matter, between the Zionist aims (the promise of a future 
Jewish state, of the legal means to achieve it, and of national rights 
for the existing community) and their own July 12 formula. The re¬ 
vision of the Declaration had been a long process and many hands 
had worked at it. But Chaim Weizmann and others have said that 
Jewish anti-Zionist pressure and it alone caused changes of serious 
consequence to be introduced in the Declaration." Also, some of the 
alterations were, indeed, later interpreted in an anti-Zionist sense. It 
is pertinent, therefore, to consider just what effect upon the Balfour 
Declaration may be attributed to such pressures. 

It is hard to assume that anyone hoped to satisfy the Jewish anti- 
Zionists by substituting “national home” for “Jewish state” in the 
Balfour Declaration. Their opposition not only to “national home” 
but to the even vaguer Basle formula of a “home secured by public 
law” was known to be almost as intense as to “Jewish state.” So, too, 
the anti-Zionists were firmly opposed to any recognition of a Jewish 
chartered company with a “privileged” status, correctly seeing in this 
the medium which was intended to turn the “national home” into a 
“Jewish state” in the fulness of time. On the other hand, the formula 
proposed by Wolf gave an approximate equivalent of the Zionist 
demand for communal autonomy, as well as some title for claiming 
further immigration and settlement in Palestine — but in terms that 
strictly avoided any concession to the idea of a special national rela¬ 
tion to Palestine. 

There is no doubt that this ideological rigor was a reaction to 
the clearer ideological position taken by the Zionists in response 
to the political challenge of the times. It expresses itself in the 
abstract and anachronistic — sometimes dated, sometimes premature 
— nature of the arguments the anti-Zionists used. They argued not 
against the immediate effects of the formulas the Zionists proposed, 
but against their broader implications. Most extreme was the reaction 
of Edwin Montagu. It is said that he demanded, “How would he 
negotiate with the peoples of India if the world had just been told 
that H.M. Government regarded his national home as being in Turkish 
territory?” 100 The same point was put less picturesquely by Claude 
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Montefiore and David Alexander in their letter to The Times of 
May 24, 1917: 101 The claim that the Jewish settlements in Palestine 
possessed “a national character in a political sense,” they argued, was 
not a claim of purely local import, against which the Conjoint Com¬ 
mittee would have had no objection. It was 

. . . part and parcel of a wider Zionist theory, which regards all the 
Jewish communities of the world as constituting one homeless nationality, 
incapable of complete social and political identification with the nations 
among which they dwell, and that for this homeless nationality a political 
centre and an always available homeland in Palestine are available . . . 
It follows that the establishment of a Jewish nationality in Palestine founded 
on this theory of Jewish homelessness, must have the effect throughout the 
world of stamping the Jews as strangers in their native lands, and of under¬ 
mining their hard-won position as citizens and nationals of those lands. 

In a further extension of this argument, Montefiore and Alexander 
make the significant but not immediately pertinent point that since 
the Jewish religion was “the only certain test of a Jew,” a Jewish 
state would face the logical dilemma of founding itself on and 
limiting itself by a religious criterion of citizenship (which obviously 
no Jew would wish) or of failing to be Jewish in any spiritual sense 
(an equally unacceptable alternative to all Jews). 

With these arguments, the anti-Zionists hoped to eliminate any 
promises of a “national home.” They were equally concerned to 
eliminate grants of the kind of colonizing powers the Zionists desired 
for their chartered company. This, too, was opposed primarily be¬ 
cause of its broader implications. The Jews should be the last to 
seek a special position in any country because “in all countries where 
they live the principle of equal rights for all religious denominations 
is vital for them.” To give the Zionists their chartered company would 
be a severe setback to the fight for Jewish equality in countries where 
equality was still to be attained, and make it hard to defend Jewish 
equality where it already existed. Moreover, it would cause bitter 
hostility among non-Jews in Palestine and throughout the Orient. 

But all this did not mean that the hope of a Jewish majority, 
perhaps even of a Jewish state, need be ruled out! Such a hope was 
legitimate if the Zionists could pursue it without the ideologically 
obnoxious legal recognition of a “national home” and a “Charter 
Company.” For “if the Jews prevail in a competition based on perfect 
equality of rights and opportunity they will establish their eventual 
preponderance in the land on a far sounder foundation than any that 
could be secured by privileges and monopolies.” 

Whatever the effect of these arguments on the formulation of the 
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Balfour Declaration, it is clear from the outcome that it was neither 
an effect of intellectual persuasion nor of political impact. Neither of 
the principal objects of the anti-Zionist plea were won. The “national 
home” remained in the Declaration, and the “chartered company” 
though not mentioned there, for reasons not related to the anti-Zionist 
argument, was later provided for in a special article in the Mandate 
for Palestine. The secondary changes in the Declaration that were ob¬ 
viously meant to appease the anti-Zionists are placebos rather than 
concessions, matters of form, not of substance. One of the reasons 
why the anti-Zionists failed to achieve more substantial results was 
clearly that it was so obvious that not they but the Zionists represented 
the Jewish consensus. 

On this point the British government had long before satisfied 
itself by the traditional methods and sources of diplomatic intelli¬ 
gence. 102 Not long after the Alexander-Montefiore letter appeared, 
confirmation of the accepted opinion was given by a close vote of 
the Board of Deputies of British Jews repudiating the anti-Zionist 
leaders. 103 Even the tone and character of the anti-Zionist argument 
itself all too plainly indicated how well the anti-Zionists were aware 
that the Jewish consensus opposed them. It was the Zionists who had 
all along fought for their cause openly, while the opponents, after 
working behind the scenes for so long, spoke publicly only after the 
issue had been virtually decided. Furthermore, the argument they 
made was morally enfeebled when they placed themselves in the 
position of fighting against obvious benefits for the anticipated refugee 
mass from Eastern Europe because of imagined dangers to their own 
secure position. This fatal weakness was evident to their Zionist 
opponents, to the anti-Zionists themselves, and above all to the non- 
Jewish community. French anti-Zionists who planned to oppose 
Sokolow’s mission in Paris in April 1917 were convinced by Baron 
Edmond de Rothschild to reverse their position when he told them 
they should be ashamed to place their own interests above those of 
the Jewish millions in Russia. 104 Moreover, the validity of their pro¬ 
fessed fears was occasionally doubted by the anti-Zionists themselves. 
In a long letter arguing against Zionism, to be held confidential be¬ 
cause (in 1918) the Zionist tide was too powerful to oppose openly, 
a leading French Jew, Jacques Bigart, remarked: 

In fighting Zionism it has been contended that it gives substance to the 
views of anti-Semites, so that it is inherently suspect. This is an argument 
for journalistic polemics which I think should not be retained. The Jews in 
Western countries will not see their rights as citizens placed in question 
again simply because there may be in a corner of Asia some petty Jewish 
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autonomous regime or a minor Jewish government under English or . . . 
suzerainty. We may forget this objection, even though it has a powerful 
effect on the minds of English and French Jews. 105 

What was apparent to Bigart in 1918 (and, indeed, to Alexander 
and Montefiore in their May 24, 1917, letter which, after all, did not 
oppose Jewish autonomy or even a Jewish state in Palestine, but only 
the special legal status that was demanded in order to achieve the 
latter) was equally apparent to others. In reply to the Alexander- 
Montefiore letter, James de Rothschild wrote to The Times that “We 
Zionists cannot see how the establishment of an autonomous Jewish 
State under the aegis and protection of one of the Allied Powers can 
be considered for a moment to be in any way subversive to the posi¬ 
tion or loyalty of the very large part of the Jewish people who have 
identified themselves thoroughly with the citizenship of the countries 
in which they live.” 106 The Times itself, in a leading article on May 
29, spoke up on behalf of the Gentiles: “Only an imaginative nervous¬ 
ness suggests that the realization of territorial Zionism, in some form, 
would cause Christendom to round on the Jews and say, ‘Now you 
have a land of your own, go to it!’ ” 107 The anti-Zionist argument, in 
fact, not only expressed an anachronistic view of the immediate Jew¬ 
ish situation but it implied an appraisal of the anti-Semitic tendencies 
in Britain which reflected little credit on Gentile contemporaries. A 
hundred years before, in the fight against Emancipation, Gentile foes 
of Jewish rights had indeed thought of a Jewish national home as a 
pretext for refusing Jews citizenship. In 1917 only outright anti- 
Semites, eager to destroy a status that was generally recognized by 
all others, would be likely to seize upon such a pretext to justify an 
aim which they cherished in any case. When the Balfour Declaration 
retained the words “national home,” and then explained this would 
in no way affect the emancipated status of Western Jews, it repre¬ 
sented no substantive concession at all to Edwin Montagu, but only 
a somewhat gratuitous assurance that H.M. Government was not anti- 
Semitic. 

If one could suppose that Jewish anti-Zionist arguments were the 
source of the other clause, explaining that non-Jewish civil and 
religious rights in Palestine were not affected by the national home, 
or of the change from “reconstituting Palestine as a national home” 
to “establishing a national home in Palestine,” then similar observa¬ 
tions might be made. To be sure, the case for attributing these changes 
to Montagu’s objections is hardly as clearcut as for the clause regard¬ 
ing the rights of Jews outside Palestine. There were other reasons, 
quite obviously, for the assurance to the Arabs that their civil and 
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religious rights would not be prejudiced. The need to forestall objec¬ 
tions from this quarter was certainly appreciated by the Declaration’s 
severest Gentile critic in the Cabinet, the seasoned colonial expert, 
Lord Curzon; while he quite explicitly said he was “not concerned 
to discuss the question in dispute between Zionist and anti-Zionist 
Jews.” 108 Friends of the Declaration like Sykes and Milner were no 
less likely, in view of their own expert background, to see that some 
assurance to the Arabs was desirable. Sykes, in fact, had already said 
in February 1917 that he had had to restrain Arabs from an anti- 
Zionist campaign. 109 In view of later contentions that Arabs had no 
prior knowledge at all of the Declaration, 110 one may certainly sup¬ 
pose that their opinions on phrasing were not solicited. But men like 
Sykes, Milner, and Curzon were quite capable of imagining and very 
apt to take account of the kind of objection the Arabs might be 
expected to have. It may be, however, that, if not for Montagu’s 
protests, one or another of the succession of drafts would have been 
accepted without the provisos safeguarding non-Zionist and Arab 
interests. Once a stipulation was made that the “rights and political 
status enjoyed by Jews in any other country” would not be prejudiced 
by the Declaration, it was obviously necessary to add a similar clause 
in favor of the Arabs. Neither the fact nor the phrasing — “civil and 
religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities” — of this clause 
needs any other explanation than the sensitivity to possible Arab 
reactions of men like Curzon, Milner, and Sykes. As for the change 
from “Palestine as a home” to “a home in Palestine,” this is quite 
satisfactorily explained by the general tendency of the British drafters 
to restrict the scope of the government’s commitment. If a more 
specific literary influence is desired, then the best place to seek it is 
in no other source than the Basle program, which speaks of securing 
“for the Jewish people a home in Palestine secured by public law.” 

One could nevertheless argue that both changes were of a kind 
that could meet, at least superficially, certain objections of the anti- 
Zionists. They had protested that recognizing the “national home” 
and incorporating a Jewish chartered company gave Jews undue 
privileges and discriminated against non-Jews. In rebuttal, Zionists 
always pointed out that the English character of England and the 
French character of France, etc., did not constitute unwarranted 
discrimination against men of other races who were British or French 
citizens. A similar disclaimer might be implied in attaching to the 
promise of a Jewish national home a clause regarding the civil and 
religious rights of non-Jews. 111 So, too, in place of a national status 
in Palestine at large, Lucien Wolf’s memorandum had asked that 
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municipal and local autonomy be granted in those parts of Palestine 
where actual resettlement warranted. By a very forced interpretation, 
one might interpret the phrase “a national home in Palestine” as hint¬ 
ing that Jewish self-rule in the beginning would be limited in actuality 
to the areas where they were settled, just as the anti-Zionists wished. 
But if such was indeed the intent of the two changes, then they could 
placate the anti-Zionists only in form, not in substance. For by includ¬ 
ing the reference to a “national home” (as well as by the form of 
transmittal of the Declaration to the Zionist Organization as a state¬ 
ment of sympathy with its aspirations) the status of the Jews in 
Palestine was placed in a distinct category from the local civil and 
religious rights which were guaranteed the non-Jews; and the 
autonomy anticipated for Jews, if in the course of time they took full 

advantage of the chance given them, did not fall short of the 

sovereignty of a state. 

In sum, every change in the text of the Balfour Declaration which 
could conceivably be attributed to the influence of anti-Zionist Jews 
gave them no more than psychological satisfaction. The logical im¬ 
plication is in each case a denial of the ideological position of the 

anti-Zionists. The “national home” policy, says the final form of the 

Balfour Declaration if considered in relation to anti-Zionist conten¬ 
tions, does not endanger by its very nature the position of Jews abroad, 
does not give Jews an unduly privileged position discriminating against 
the legitimate rights of non-Jews, and does not , until such time as they 
become a countrywide majority, entitle the Jews to rule over non- 
Jewish localities. 

On the other hand, the last two provisions were later interpreted 
by other opponents of Jewish claims, both Britons and Arabs, as 
implying restrictions on the national home policy. But there were, of 
course, other legal grounds and certainly other political factors by 
which these restrictions would in any case have been motivated. 



6 THE JEWISH AGENCY AND THE 
JEWISH STATE 


The Balfour Declaration, when embodied in the instruments estab¬ 
lishing the British Mandate in Palestine, converted some of the ideo¬ 
logical premises of Zionism into internationally recognized legal pro¬ 
visions. We have seen that the Zionist conceptions, when restated by 
the British in the Balfour Declaration, were moderated, at least in 
form, in order to meet the objections of Jewish anti-Zionists in Western 
countries. In essentials, however, the Zionist positions were maintained 
and the anti-Zionist doctrines rejected in the Declaration and, thus, 
also in the Mandate. 

Yet only a contingent right to a Jewish state was recognized in 
those documents; and the immediate activities which they authorized 
could also have consequences other than Jewish rule over Palestine. 
For example, without ever building up a Jewish majority in Palestine, 
Jews working under Mandate provisions could provide a refuge for 
European emigrants unable to gain admittance to America. This 
object, which the Zionists might regard as part of a larger nationalist 
campaign to solve the Jewish problem, could be considered by non- 
Zionists simply as a duty of benevolence towards one’s coreligionists. 
Hence, Zionists and their ideological opponents in the West found 
themselves able to cooperate, setting aside their disagreements on 
ultimate principles on the assumption that such matters would not 
become critical in the near future. 

The disagreements were only submerged, however, not eradicated; 
and within the Zionist movement, the neo-Herzlians, who wished to 
fight for a conclusive and not merely contingent recognition of the 
Jewish claim to sovereignty in Palestine, opposed forms of cooperation 
with non-Zionists which involved the indefinite postponement of this 
issue. 

Ideological debate between some Zionists and non-Zionists arose 
not only in regard to the Palestinian resettlement but also in connec- 
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tion with their common campaign on behalf of Jewish rights in the 
Diaspora. The nationalist-minded leaders in this activity worked on 
the assumption that this, too — like the work in Palestine — was a task 
undertaken by the Jews through the world as a national entity. Such 
an assumption, as we shall see, is practically explicit in the status 
accorded by Article 4 of the Palestine Mandate to the Jewish Agency 
for Palestine, with which the Western non-Zionists affiliated them¬ 
selves. On the other hand, the immediate activities of the Jewish 
Agency seemed likely to be more economic than political in nature. 
Moreover, the Zionist leadership of the Jewish Agency was inclined 
to make a distinction between the national character of what was 
being built in Palestine and the ethnic character of Jewish life in the 
Diaspora. Men like Weizmann had little faith in political guarantees 
for Jewish autonomy outside Palestine and little interest in political 
organization to achieve such guarantees. 1 Other Zionists, however, 
who took the lead in establishing the World Jewish Congress in the 
1930’s, no matter how reservedly they defined the nature of their 
organization, clearly implied that the Jewish people throughout the 
world were a national entity engaged in a political struggle for their 
rights in the Diaspora. 2 Consequently, the very same non-Zionists 
who cooperated in the work of the Jewish Agency for Palestine, dis¬ 
regarding the intimations of national status implied in the constitution 
of the Agency and in the maximum goal that it was entitled to strive 
for, simultaneously conducted a determined ideological struggle 
against the idea of the World Jewish Congress. 3 

The submerged political issues also arose in the work of the Jewish 
Agency itself. They were precipitated first by British attempts in the 
1930’s to interpret the obligations of the Mandate in such a way that 
Jewish immigration and Jewish settlement could be stopped short at 
a given point. On this issue, which involved the legal basis of the 
activities Zionists and non-Zionists conducted together in the Jewish 
Agency, the non-Zionists stood shoulder to shoulder with their partners 
and ideological rivals against the British attack. But it became ap¬ 
parent, to the Zionists at any rate, that after Britain had taken political 
decisions which virtually repudiated its obligations under the Man¬ 
date, no appeal to the old titles would suffice, but a new legal basis 
for the Zionist endeavor would have to be sought. They therefore 
reformulated their demand for political sovereignty in Palestine. The 
revival of the underlying political issues once more converted erst¬ 
while non-Zionists into anti-Zionists, and some directly opposed, while 
others refused to support, the formulas of the Zionist demands in the 
early 1940’s. 
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The World Zionist Organization, from the very beginning, was 
confident that it was entitled to represent the sovereign will of the 
Jewish people. At the same time it was inherent in the very aim of 
Zionism — to convert the Jewish will to sovereignty from a dormant 
to an active, and from a diffuse to an organized force — that the 
Zionist Organization should be regarded as a provisional body. It had 
eventually to replace itself, in order to succeed, by a regularly organ¬ 
ized, authoritative body chosen by all the Jewish people, and not 
by its avant-garde. Theoretically, it might have been possible to hold 
that such a representative structure would be achieved only when 
the Jewish state was created in Palestine — though in fact there was 
no Zionist faction which unequivocally defended this view. 4 But even 
for purely practical purposes it seemed necessary, at least to the Zion¬ 
ist consensus if not to all Zionists, that the Jewish Company which, 
as envisaged by Herzl, would exercise authority in colonizing Palestine 
and building the Jewish state should also represent all sections of 
the Jewish people. The urgent need for funds in this stage of the 
Zionist plan was a weighty reason which convinced Zionist leaders 
from Herzl (or from Pinsker) to Weizmann that such a Jewish Com¬ 
pany must include, at any rate, the wealthy and powerful non-Zionists 
of the West who had demonstrated their concern over the Jewish 
fate and future. 

The idea that the Zionist Organization was acting only provi¬ 
sionally on behalf of the Jewish people and would in due time be 
replaced by a more fully representative body was introduced, in 
accordance with Zionist proposals, into the Mandate itself. Article 
4 of the Mandate states that — 

An appropriate Jewish agency shall be recognised as a public body for the 
purpose of advising and co-operating with the Administration of Palestine 
in such economic, social, and other matters as may affect the establishment 
of the Jewish national home and the interests of the Jewish population in 
Palestine, and, subject always to the control of the Administration, to assist 
and take part in the development of the country. 

The Zionist organization, so long as its organisation and constitution are 
in the opinion of the Mandatory appropriate, shall be recognised as such 
agency. It shall take steps in consultation with His Britannic Majesty’s 
Government to secure the co-operation of all Jews who are willing to assist 
in the establishment of the Jewish national home. 5 

The British government, in the subsequent period, does not seem 
to have concerned itself very closely with the negotiations by which 
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the Jewish Agency was extended to include non-Zionists. 6 Neverthe¬ 
less, the phrasing of Article 4 could not but have acted as a challenge 
to the Zionists to prove their claim of representing the Jewish popular 
will, with the logically if not actually implied possibility that failure 
in this respect might cause the opportunity of the Balfour Declaration 
to be forfeited. The non-Zionists, on the other hand, were also chal¬ 
lenged. Article 4 made the invitation to join the Jewish Agency seem 
not only one extended by the Zionists but one in which Britain and 
the other powers who endorsed the Mandate implicitly joined. Failure 
to accept the invitation might conceivably be construed as a rejection 
of the opportunities offered for work in Palestine 7 — work in which 
the non-Zionists were interested regardless of qualms about the prin¬ 
ciples upon which the Mandate might be based and the ultimate 
results to which it might lead. 

Notwithstanding the reasons which both Zionists and non-Zionists 
had for cooperating in the Jewish Agency, ideological conflict kept 
them divided for years after the end of World War I. Ideological anti- 
Zionism, moreover, showed considerable power precisely in the East¬ 
ern countries, 8 so that Zionism, when it demanded Western coopera¬ 
tion, could not present itself as the unquestioned representative of 
the East, with its entire manpower ready to establish itself in Pal¬ 
estine. Indeed, the Jewish philanthropists of the West came into 
conflict with the Zionists not only over the implications of the work 
in Palestine, or in connection with the ideological aspects of interna¬ 
tional protection of Jewish minority rights in the Diaspora. They also 
supported rehabilitation projects for the Jews in Europe which were 
sometimes based on ideological premises opposed by Zionists and 
conducted in cooperation with the ideological anti-Zionists of the 
Eastern European countries. 

The events of World War I had brought about a sharp shift in 
centers of strength within the global Jewish community. When one 
spoke of Western Jewish leaders now, it was no longer primarily the 
French, German, or British Jews, and the great foundations of Baron 
de Rothschild or Baron de Hirsch, but the powerful Jews of America 
and their vast new philanthropic organization, the American Jewish 
Joint Distribution Committee (JDC), that one had in mind. While 
the Zionists, too, conducted fund-raising campaigns in the United 
States, the American non-Zionist leaders controlled by far the larger 
resources and employed them according to their own conception of 
what the postwar rehabilitation of the ravaged Jewish communities 
required. 9 

Some JDC funds went to prepare Palestine for immigrants or to 
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relieve want there, but these were relatively small sums and they 
were not used according to any master plan drawn up by the Jewish 
Agency. 10 The bulk of JDC funds was spent to reestablish the Jewish 
communities in those very countries from which the Zionists expected 
a massive emigration. Zionists understood the need for emergency 
relief and reconstruction in Europe, but they strongly objected to 
the proportion of funds allotted to this purpose in comparison with 
the far smaller proportion given to what they regarded as the para¬ 
mount task of a fundamental solution of the Jewish problem in the 
land of Israel. The differences were heightened by the fact that, 
following a policy of working through local leaders and institutions, 
the American philanthropists and social workers sometimes sponsored 
projects which were conceived and carried out in cooperation with 
Eastern European anti-Zionist leaders. The sharpest debate broke 
out over the very substantial assistance granted to the Soviet project 
of Jewish farm colonization in Crimea and the Ukraine at a time 
when the Communist liquidation of the Zionist movement in Russia 
was well under way. 11 

Regardless of the irritation caused by these quarrels with the 
Zionists, the association of American non-Zionists with the ultra- 
Orthodox, Social Democratic or Communist anti-Zionists of Eastern 
Europe could not develop into a united anti-Zionist movement based 
on common principles. The anti-Zionism of the ultra-Orthodox Agudat 
Israel was based on the rejection of any but a strictly traditionalist 
Jewish community in Palestine as being essentially illegitimate. The 
Americans, among whom Reform Jews were strongly represented, 
could not accept this as a principle upon which to establish a con¬ 
sensus. 

The Social Democratic Bundists were modernists, to be sure, but 
their principles offered no greater basis of unity. To the extent they 
had become Yiddishists and Diaspora nationalists, they stressed in 
an even more obnoxious form the very ideological thesis which was 
the reason for opposing the Zionists, that the Jews were a national 
group. Some of the Zionist leaders, at least, were prepared to mitigate 
the feared impact of such ideas upon American Jewry by regarding 
Israel alone as the center of Jewish political nationality. This made 
the asserted ethnic character of Diaspora Jewry largely a matter of 
spiritual or cultural bonds. The Bundists, on the other hand, advocated 
a program of cultural autonomy which, to a Western eye, was hardly 
distinguishable from a program of political nationality for Jews in 
the Diaspora. 12 

Of course, the Bundists, before the Second World War, tended 
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to regard Yiddish-speaking or, even more narrowly, Polish Jewry 
as a distinct national entity, whose cultural, let alone religious, con¬ 
nection with other Jews was of slight significance. Even more radical 
in this respect were the Jewish Communists, who viewed with positive 
suspicion, not only with disinterest, connections between the Soviet 
Jews and Jews elsewhere. Moreover, they held not only the religious 
element but also the ethnic element of Jewish consensus to be obso¬ 
lescent. 13 Yet it need hardly be said that such attitudes toward 
Jewish solidarity could not be accepted as an ideological premise by 
the American Jewish leaders, who regarded the religious bond be¬ 
tween Jews throughout the world as eternally valid. 

The American basis for opposing Zionism was quite different from 
that of the Eastern anti-Zionists. In one or another degree, most 
Easterners accepted the same beliefs as the Zionists about the ethnic 
elements in Jewish community structure — but these were precisely 
the beliefs which the American non-Zionists feared and rejected. The 
Bundists as well as the Communists opposed Zionism chiefly because 
they regarded a program of emigration from Eastern Europe as 
treason to the cause of Socialism, and Agudat Israel objected to the 
large-scale resettlement of Palestine by unbelievers. Neither of these 
viewpoints, naturally, commended itself to the wealthy, religiously 
liberal leaders of American Jewry. Whether a Jew sought freedom 
in Poland or in Palestine, was for them a question of convenience or 
necessity, not of ideological principle, and they could no more deny 
their aid to the one than to the other. 

The cooperation between American Jewry and Eastern European 
communities, including the anti-Zionist as well as Zionist leadership 
of Eastern Jewry, was of precisely the same pragmatic type as that 
contemplated for the Jewish Agency: the Americans worked with 
the Easterners on practical projects without sharing common ideolo¬ 
gical principles. These projects could not, and did not, develop into 
a full-fledged anti-Zionist alliance because no grounds for an ideo¬ 
logical consensus were implicit in them. 14 Cooperation with Zionists 
in Palestine implied exactly the same kind of relationship, and was 
not foreclosed by the work of the JDC in Europe, which, not being 
ideological, was not exclusive. 

Cooperation between Zionists and non-Zionists in the work in 
Palestine was, then, a matter of time. It needed time to pass from 
the heat of debating ultimate ideological implications to the sober 
planning of cooperation in the immediate tasks. It took time, too, 
for the legal foundations of the work in Palestine to be fully established 
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through the medium of international conference and organization. 
It took still more time for the actual groundwork of cooperation to 
be laid out; and, in the case of the Zionists, this involved, further, 
the hammering out of a consensus through the arduous process of 
ideological controversy. 

The political victories of the Zionists in the First World War 
brought them face to face with the real dimensions and character of 
a problem they had only considered imaginatively theretofore: how 
to carry out the transfer of the mass of Jews to their national home 
after the prerequisite recognition under international law had been 
achieved. Eastern Jews, who felt directly both the great pressure 
and the high enthusiasm for mass immigration in their own community 
— a community ravaged and uprooted by the war and then subjected 
to massacre, pillage, and humiliation in the postwar period — expected 
this population movement to be undertaken at once, and on a large 
enough scale to make its successful conclusion a reasonable goal for 
tactical, not only for strategic, planning. The same attitude was shared 
by such Herzlian Zionists as Nordau and Jabotinsky. The theory of 
these men provided for only two major stages in the Zionist strategy: 

(1) an opening campaign for the major indispensable means — in¬ 
ternational recognition of the Jewish claim to Palestine, and (2) a 
closing campaign for the major significant end — the solution of the 
problem of the Jews by a rapid, massive migration to Palestine and 
evacuation of anti-Semitic plague spots in Europe. Men with such 
expectations and theories could not be satisfied with the actual tactical 
situation of Zionism as it revealed itself in the early postwar period. 
For the immediate political effect of the Balfour Declaration and the 
Mandate was not sufficient to make a mass immigration possible, nor 
were the economic conditions of Palestine or the organized power of 
the Jewish people adequate for such a task to be undertaken at once. 

As a result, a series of tactical disputes broke out, roughly speak¬ 
ing, between Easterners and Westerners in the Zionist Organization. 
The first insisted that the mass migration should be undertaken at 
once and the obstacles inherent in the actual legal, economic, and 
organizational position should be cleared by direct assault. The latter 
argued that further progress must be planned in terms of existing 
possibilities, and hence the present must be regarded as perhaps 
an intermediate and not a final stage in the development of the Zionist 
strategy. In the course of this debate, extreme positions, first advocated 
by Max Nordau and Louis D. Brandeis (1856-1941), were rejected 
and an intermediate position, advocated by Weizmann, was adopted. 
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The argument revolved in part about the idea of an extended Jewish 
Agency, which was one of the characteristic achievements of Weiz- 
mann’s approach to Zionism. 

At the first major international conference of Zionists after World 
War I, the London Conference of 1920, Max Nordau demanded 
a strenuous effort to overcome the restricted interpretation which was 
already being given to the terms of the Balfour Declaration and the 
Mandate. He proposed to regard the relations between the Jews and 
Britain as a clear alliance of interests, a compact in which the Jews 
had undertaken to create pro-Allied opinion during the war and to 
protect the Suez Canal from its eastward side in the postwar period. 
The first part of the compact had been kept. Now it remained for 
Britain to do its share by opening the doors of Palestine without 
restriction and giving effective aid to the immediate resettlement of 
six hundred thousand Jews. In this way a Jewish majority would be 
established rapidly, before Arab claims became pressing, and the 
Anglo-Jewish alliance could then be implemented fully by a Jewish 
State. Thus, in Nordau’s view, the tactics of Zionism must now be 
to reopen the political question and drive through to a new formula 
that would give a legal and political basis for immediate mass immi¬ 
gration and the quick conversion of Palestine into a Jewish state. 15 

In contrast, Brandeis said, “The work of the great Herzl was 
completed at San Remo . . . (The nations of the world) have done 
all that they could do. The rest lies with us.” 16 He, too, felt that it 
was necessary “to populate Palestine within a comparatively short 
time with a preponderating body of manly, self-supporting Jews.” 17 
Brandeis had been initiated into Zionism by a devotee of Herzlianism, 
Jacob De Haas, and indoctrinated with the view that prewar Practical 
Zionism was a relapse into the “infiltration” methods of the Hovevei- 
Zion. He had submitted to the Eleventh Zionist Congress proposals 
which revealed a bent for large-scale action based on clear political 
foundations. 18 But, since he believed that “the San Remo decision 
together with the appointment of Sir Herbert Samuel provides the 
open door,” 19 he regarded the task of the Zionist Organization as one 
of economics and engineering alone, of raising funds in the Diaspora 
and investing them constructively in Palestine. This was not, moreover, 
a task that could conceivably be begun by a mass migration of half a 
million and crowned in a very short time by the creation of a Jewish 
state. For, essential preliminary activities in the Diaspora and in 
Palestine alike — widening the Zionist Organization and increasing 
its fund-raising capacity, purchasing land and clearing it of malaria, 
and training Jewish immigrants in trades that could make them 
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self-supporting — clearly involved a comparatively lengthy transition 
period between the political victory of San Remo and the political 
consummation of the Jewish Commonwealth. In that period, according 
to Brandeis’ prescription, the Zionist Organization was to disappear 
as a political organ. The idea of Jewish sovereignty which it had 
embodied was to lapse until revived in the Jewish state. 

At the London Conference, Weizmann had no great difficulty in 
beating off whatever challenge Nordau’s plan presented. Nordau had 
long been a lonely figure and came to the Conference with an avowed 
determination, long maintained, that he would not be involved in 
any position of specific responsibility in the movement. 20 Moreover, 
in the conditions which prevailed in 1920, no strong representation 
of Eastern Europe or of the Palestinian settlers was possible at the 
Conference. 21 The rejection of Brandeis’ proposals, on the other hand, 
was a painful and difficult procedure at London, and later led to 
even more damaging conflicts in America. 22 Yet, ideologically con¬ 
sidered, it was the position Nordau took that presented the more 
serious challenge to Weizmann in the ensuing years, and which had 
to be fought in order to lay the groundwork for the Jewish Agency. 
As for Brandeis’ position, while Weizmann opposed the specific re¬ 
organization plan the American leader proposed, his own “synthetic 
Zionism” and, above all, his own conception of an extended Jewish 
Agency were very close in their ideological assumptions to those of 
his opponent. 

The crux of the conflict with Brandeis was not over major strategy 
or over the major principles of Zionist tactics, but over the specific 
organizational reforms that the American leader proposed. 23 Since 
the political era of the World Zionist Organization was over, Brandeis 
argued, whatever legal questions might still arise in the course of 
achieving a Jewish preponderance in Palestine should be handled by 
the Jewish community in Palestine through such representative in¬ 
stitutions as the Mandatory government would set up there. The 
political leaders of Zionism — with the exception of Weizmann and 
Sokolow — should retire from Palestine affairs and go back and build 
stronger Zionist Federations in the Diaspora, so that funds for neces¬ 
sary projects which could yield no return would be donated in greater 
amounts. The work in the Diaspora, too, should have no political 
flavor, and should be related strictly to constructive efforts in Palestine. 
As a consequence of these conclusions, Brandeis recommended that 
in Palestine the Zionist Organization should be headed by a group of 
experts in specific fields such as public health, agriculture, and in¬ 
dustry, who should be chosen without reference to ideological com- 
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mitments other than their willingness to work on the legal basis of 
the Mandate. And in the Diaspora, all Jews who were prepared to 
work for Palestine on this same basis should simply enter the Zionist 
Organization. 

Brandeis’ proposals were accompanied by rather insulting sugges¬ 
tions about some of the old leaders of the Zionist movement — such as 
proposing to establish a pension fund for them so that they could be 
more easily removed from active duty 24 — which in themselves were 
enough to make the plan impossible for a leader who, like Weizmann, 
was concerned to keep the confidence of the movement throughout 
the world. It also involved some unreal assumptions about the repre¬ 
sentative structures to be set up by the British for the whole popula¬ 
tion of Palestine through which the Jewish community could defend 
the legal claims of the Jewish people under the Mandate, when 
necessary. No one knew better than Weizmann how arduous the 
defense of these legal claims already had been and still was in spite 
of the victory of San Remo — a victory which he too rated very high. 25 
He was hardly likely to abandon the existing machinery for a new 
machinery that did not yet exist. 

Apart from this, however, Weizmann could not meet Brandeis on 
common grounds because of an underlying ideological — or, to be 
more precise, mythic — divergence regarding the relation of the Zion¬ 
ist movement to the Jewish people. 26 For Weizmann, a disciple of 
Ahad Ha’am and an Easterner with the instincts of the “ghetto” bred 
in his bone, the united will and consensus of the Jewish people 
was, after all, more fundamental than any legal principle or economic 
groundwork. The one indispensable achievement of Zionism had 
been to arouse this will and form this consensus, to give them a 
crystallized expression, mythic in the depth and significance of its 
effect, through the embodiment of Jewish sovereignty in the Zionist 
movement. What gave Weismann assurance in all his encounters with 
British statesmen before the Balfour Declaration was his conviction 
that he spoke “for those masses who have a will to live a life of their 
own.” 27 Even after the political victory of San Remo, he was well 
aware of the political dangers, just as, later, after years of constructive 
endeavor, he could still doubt whether the positions that had been 
won were enough to assure that a Jewish majority in Palestine would 
ever be attained under the Mandate. 28 But an underlying faith was 
implied in Weizmann’s skepticism. If the achievement of Zionism 
might be imperfect in his generation, all the more reason to strengthen 
the will to sovereignty in the people so that, if necessary, it might 
live on to seek new forms beyond the limitations imposed upon it by 
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the conditions of the time. A major function of the Zionist Organiza¬ 
tion, then, must always be to express and perpetuate the will of the 
Jewish people to be master of its own destiny. 

With deep-lying, barely formulated assumptions such as these, 
Weizmann, the “man of Pinsk,” reacted instinctively and not only 
by calculation against a proposal which, like Brandeis’, contemplated 
a lapse in the embodiment by the Zionist Organization of the principle 
of Jewish sovereignty. Neither the Zionist organization in Diaspora 
countries nor the Zionist work in Palestine could be conceived by 
him as completely determined in their scope and outlines by the 
legal limits of the Mandate or the economic limits of the day to day 
situation in Palestine. The need of the Jews in the East and their 
will to sovereignty in Palestine were dynamic forces capable of trans¬ 
forming the existing situation, and it was the primary function of the 
Zionist Organization to give expression to these forces. 

It follows that Weizmann could not take the same view as Brandeis 
about the proper method for bringing into the work either experts 
or the wider public that had not previously been identified with the 
Zionist idea. He, too, felt that the Zionist political aim, in the inter¬ 
mediate phase that then began, was not to achieve new legal guar¬ 
antees but to defend the existing ones, while the major emphasis 
must be laid on constructive work in the economic field. Success in 
this would secure the ultimate political destiny of the Jewish national 
home far more directly than would any political efforts. And for 
success in the constructive tasks that faced Zionism under the Man¬ 
date, the cooperation on a broad scale of men and agencies not 
previously connected with the Organization was vitally needed. In 
all this, he agreed with Brandeis. However, as one who thought of 
the Zionist Organization as still essentially the organ of an ideological 
consensus expressing the myth of Jewish national auto-Emancipation, 
Weizmann could not propose, as did Brandeis, that non-Zionists who 
rejected that myth should enter the Organization on the purely formal 
basis of the definitions laid down in the Mandate. Instead Weizmann 
favored an agreement between non-Zionist leaders and organizations 
and the World Zionist Organization in which both should assume 
equally the responsibilities provided for the Jewish Agency under 
the Mandate. 

In such an association the Zionist Organization would continue 
to exist as an ideological organization expressing a will to sovereignty 
derived from sources more fundamental than the letter of the Mandate. 
A similar advantage, moreover, would be available to the non-Zionists. 
For, by entering into a partnership with the Zionists in which each 
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partner retained his separate identity, the non-Zionists could clearly 
indicate that their cooperation on the legal basis of the Mandate 
did not commit them to any ideas about the broader implications of 
that document, in its ultimate fulfillment, such as had always been 
associated with the Zionist movement. 29 

It turned out, indeed, that the non-Zionists were as much im¬ 
pressed by the advantages to themselves of a looser association as 
was Weizmann on behalf of the Zionists, and they showed themselves 
more ready to cooperate on his terms than on Brandeis’. To be sure, 
working out the provisions of such an agreement meant more specific 
and protracted negotiations than might have been involved in simply 
opening the doors of the Zionist Organization on the basis of the 
Mandate as the final political definition of the Zionist aim. But it was 
also more effective, perhaps, in winning a broad consensus of the 
entire Jewish community, especially in the West, in favor of the work 
in Palestine. 

The negotiations for the creation of an “extended Jewish Agency” 
were carried out by Weizmann over a period of many years in two 
separate encounters: with his own Zionist friends at the Congresses 
and inter-Congress conferences and with the non-Zionists in continual 
formal and informal discussions. The negotiations with the non-Zionists 
went forward in successive phases, taking their departure from the 
successive resolutions Weizmann was able to obtain at the Zionist 
conclaves. 

The difficulty Weizmann faced at first was not so much the natural 
suspicion of Zionists when one proposed cooperating with men who 
had only recently distinguished themselves by their anti-Zionism; 
though this suspicion was expressed, too. 30 The major obstacle was 
the desire of Eastern Zionists, for quite different reasons than Bran¬ 
ded, to establish a single body in which Zionists and non-Zionists 
would give up their separate organized identities. While Brandeis 
had hoped to open the doors of the Zionist Organization by dropping 
its political functions, the Eastern Zionists intended to bring all Jewry 
into a worldwide organ of Jewish political activity. Such a body, 
exercising popular authority more fully and more formally than could 
the Zionist avant-garde, would make itself responsible for achieving 
the goal of Zionism, among other national tasks. It would be based, 
moreover, on the democratic organization of Jewish communities 
throughout the postwar world. To be sure, those who supported this 
view expected that some of the very leaders of Western Jewry with 
whom Weizmann was negotiating would exclude themselves from 
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the projected organs of Jewish autonomy. But they expected to be 
more than compensated for this loss by the massive power of an 
all-inclusive, self-taxing, representative body of world Jewry. 31 

At the Congress which followed the 1920 London Conference, 
taking place at Carlsbad on September 1-14, 1921, this point of 
view was reflected in a resolution which provided that 

The Congress recommends to the Actions Committee to take the necessary 
steps, in agreement with the Executive of the American Jewish Congress, 
the Vaad Leumi of Palestine and other democratic Jewish organizations, 
for the convocation of a World Jewish Congress whose task it should be 
to organize all forces in the Jewish people for the upbuilding of Palestine 
as well as for the struggle for national rights in the various countries . 32 

This resolution, it should be noted, was not an outright decision 
but a recommendation of the Congress. Instead of adopting it defini¬ 
tively, the Congress referred it to the Executive for consideration 
jointly with the Actions Committee, the Zionist council intermediate 
between the Congress and the Executive. If it had been definitively 
adopted, it would have meant a decision to hand over the powers 
of the Jewish Agency under the Mandate to a worldwide Jewish 
authority in which Zionists and non-Zionists would merge, according 
to the Easterners’ conception; not to a partnership, in which Zionists 
and non-Zionists would retain their separate identities, as Weizmann 
had proposed. But precisely because this would have been the im¬ 
plication, the Congress framed its resolution in the form of a recom¬ 
mendation to be further considered. Another resolution, adopted in 
a form that called for immediate implementation, was more in accord 
with Weizmann’s approach. It provided that 

The Zionist Congress addresses itself to the whole Jewish people with the 
demand that it lay the foundations for the upbuilding of the Jewish Na¬ 
tional Home in Eretz Israel through the Palestine Foundation Fund (Keren 
Hayesod) and so establish the Keren Hayesod as a general Jewish fund . 33 

Here, too, the myth of Jewish popular sovereignty found expression. 
The resolution included provisions for assessing Jewish incomes and 
property, and proposed to tithe Jews for the benefit of Palestine, in 
a traditional form of Jewish self-taxation. Moreover, the “non-Zionist” 
participation in the proposed “general Jewish fund” was to be based 
on individual contributions and on representatives chosen by vote 
of all contributors, not on a negotiated partnership with non-Zionist 
organizations. But a more realistic appreciation of the nature of this 
fund was implied in the provision that its Board of Directors should 
be constituted on terms of parity by nominees of the Zionist Organ- 
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ization and of a Council chosen by all contributors to the Keren 
Hayesod. The latter constituency was expected to include a con¬ 
siderable number of Jews who were not willing to join the Zionist 
Organization. In actuality, no Council could be organized and the 
Keren Hayesod remained completely under the World Zionist Organ¬ 
ization’s control; but, at the same time, it did attract general support 
from the beginning, and included prominent non-Zionists in its 
leadership. 34 

In any case, the Keren Hayesod could have represented the 
partnership with non-Zionists sought by Weizmann only in form, 
not in substance. The fund became essentially a collecting not a 
disbursing agency, and its influence on the actual construction of 
the Jewish national home was therefore indirect and relatively small. 
Cooperation on the scale and of the kind Weizmann wanted could 
not be achieved without drawing non-Zionists far more fully into the 
direct responsibility for work in Palestine. The next Congress (follow¬ 
ing a similar decision of the Actions Committee earlier in the year 35 ) 
went a step further towards this aim, but still held to the more far- 
reaching ideal of a World Jewish Congress. 

The Thirteenth Zionist Congress, held in Carlsbad on August 
6-18, 1923, adopted a resolution which provided: first, that the 
Executive was to make earnest efforts to set up a World Jewish 
Congress within three years and transfer to it the responsibilities of 
the Jewish Agency under Article 4 of the Palestine Mandate (note 
that Jewish national rights in the Diaspora were no longer men¬ 
tioned); second, that in the meantime the Jewish Agency was to be 
enlarged by adding representatives of those Jewish organizations that 
accepted the legal basis of the Palestine Mandate. 36 A Labor proposal 
that the non-Zionist representatives be "primarily” selected from the 
representatives of contributors to the Keren Hayesod was evaded 
by the device of referring it to the Executive, 37 for it was feared 
such a proposal would prejudice negotiations with non-Zionist organ¬ 
izations. Thus, Weizmann was granted authority to go ahead im¬ 
mediately with his own program of a partnership with the non- 
Zionists on condition that he would work for the creation at a later 
date of a sovereign body directly representing the people as an integral 
entity. 

The Actions Committee and Congress resolutions of 1923 led at 
once to serious negotiations with non-Zionists, but it took six years 
to arrive at all the agreements and to clear up all the preliminary 
questions involved in the final establishment of the enlarged Jewish 
Agency. Not only did the preliminary conditions of the non-Zionists 
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have to be met by Weizmann, but, through him, the non-Zionists had 
to be brought to accept the preliminary conditions of those factions 
in the Zionist Congress without whose support the idea of the en¬ 
larged Jewish Agency could not be approved. 

Such support was won when Weizmann succeeded in weaning 
away some of his opponents, particularly the Labor Zionists, from the 
notion that the enlarged Jewish Agency must serve as a direct ex¬ 
pression of the idea of Jewish sovereignty. This view, which was held 
by most Zionists, and particularly Eastern Zionists, in the early 
twenties really comprised three logically separable attitudes. Involved 
in it were the beliefs that Weizmanns policy of compromise hampered 
not only (1), the rapid immigration of Jews, but also (2), the con¬ 
version of the Balfour Declaration into the full-fledged political victory 
envisioned by Herzl, as well as (3), the creation of a fully active 
national consensus of the Jews, expressed through a democratically 
representative body. These were three attitudes shared broadly by 
all of Weizmanns opponents at first. But when each of them was 
made primary by a distinct partisan group, they turned out to be 
mutually antagonistic. Consequently, it became possible for Weiz¬ 
mann to find allies among his erstwhile opponents. 

For the Revisionists and others whose primary concern was to 
turn the Mandate into a complete rather than partial political victory, 
the idea of a World Jewish Congress was important as a symbol. It 
indicated that the Jewish people throughout the world, and not only 
the local Jewish community in the country, had a claim to Palestine. 
On the other hand, if the union of all Jews in the Jewish Agency had 
to be achieved by suppressing the political claim of a Jewish state 
and resting content with an intermediate status which only allowed 
the community in Palestine to grow, because non-Zionists would 
subscribe to no more than this, then the Revisionists would repudiate 
such a union. Their basic ideological commitment was neither to the 
project of a World Jewish Congress nor to the autonomy of the 
Palestinian community as such, though both symbolized the idea of 
Jewish sovereignty which was the central value of their ideology. 
They were primarily committed to the Jewish state, as the full realiza¬ 
tion of Jewish sovereignty. They were interested in a World Jewish 
Congress, even in the Zionist Congress itself or in the Jewish com¬ 
munity in Palestine, only if these bodies were dedicated to the direct 
political struggle for achieving the State as their immediate tactical 
objective. 38 

A second group, represented, for example, by the Radical Party 
organized by Eastern European Zionists, was interested in a World 
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Jewish Congress per se, as a direct expression of the idea of Jewish 
national authority. As Zionists they desired, of course, a more definite 
political victory in Palestine and were concerned with the growth of 
the community there, but neither of these was for them the primary 
and immediate, indispensable tactical object to which the Jewish 
people should devote itself. That objective was none other than the 
democratic organization of the whole Jewish people throughout the 
world in a body giving direct expression to its united will. The World 
Jewish Congress, once organized, would of course devote itself to 
the realization of the national home promised to the Jews under the 
Mandate as well as to the realization of national minority rights for 
Jews in Eastern and Southern Europe and to all other positive, cultural 
and political, national aims of the Jews who sought to preserve them¬ 
selves as a distinct nationality.-With such a view, in which a demo¬ 
cratically organized World Jewish Congress as the direct expression 
of the national will was a primary and essential element, this group 
was naturally as determined as the Revisionists in its opposition to 
the Weizmann conception of an enlarged Jewish Agency. For, in 
order to meet the demands of non-Zionists, Weizmann was ready to 
discard symbols and procedures inherently related to a sovereign 
national assembly. 39 

A third group, represented mainly by the Labor Zionist parties, 
saw as the primary, immediate tactical objective of Zionism the rapid 
immigration and settlement of Jewish workers in Palestine. Their 
strength included a large contingent of Eastern European young 
people, many of whom had crossed war-torn borders to enter Pal¬ 
estine, without regard to the policy of either the Zionist Organization 
or the Palestine Government, or who, though still in Europe, were 
desperately determined to immigrate. These were men and women 
who matured in the midst of traumatic conditions of revolution and 
counterrevolution in Eastern Europe, and whose urge toward Palestine 
was a deeply personal and emotional revulsion against a Jewish 
situation signalized by the postwar pogroms by Ukrainians and Poles. 40 
They were opposed to Weizmann s policies in the early years, because 
under the restricted interpretation of the Mandate which he accepted 
the chances for rapid immigration too were restricted. This they 
blamed on the willingness of the Zionist leadership to compromise 
on the interpretation of the Mandate. Their natural sympathy was 
with those critics of Weizmann who demanded a firmer political line 
in Palestine and a form of organization of world Jewry that would 
directly and unambiguously express the idea of Jewish popular 
authority. 41 
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But, under the prewar Turkish regime, when political conditions 
had been far more unfavorable to immigration, Labor groups had 
still made immigration and settlement the primary and immediate 
tactical objective of their Zionism. Their disappointment with the 
political status of the Mandate could not lead them, like the Revi¬ 
sionists, to disregard the growth of the Jewish community in Palestine 
until a more satisfactory status was won. 42 When convinced by the 
passage of time that Zionism was indeed in an intermediate and not 
in the final stage of its political consummation, they were led into an 
alliance with Weizmann by their essential kinship with his point of 
view. If the enlarged Jewish Agency could muster new non-Zionist 
support for the growth of a stronger Jewish settlement on the basis 
of the existing intermediate status, they welcomed such an agreement. 

Nor were they disposed to take an intransigent stand regarding 
the form of organization of the enlarged Jewish Agency. They shared 
the Eastern European mythic attachment to symbolisms of national 
sovereignty and to the procedures of representative democracy in the 
Zionist Organization, just as did, for that matter, Weizmann himself. 
But to extend this symbolism to all sections of the Jewish people, to 
set up a democratic World Jewish Congress working both for the 
Jewish state in Palestine and Jewish national minority rights in the 
Diaspora, did not seem to them, as it did to the Radical Party, to be 
the primary immediate objective. If the non-Zionists would add their 
strength to the enlarged Jewish Agency only on non-democratic terms 
or under definitions that obscured the symbolisms of national status 
involved in such an organization, this seemed to them of less im¬ 
portance than the anticipated accession of strength in the upbuilding 
of Palestine. For it was in the growing Jewish community in Palestine, 
and in its developing organs of self-rule that this group saw the main 
hope for the full realization of the will to Jewish sovereignty. 43 

But before accepting the new partnership which Weizmann sought 
to negotiate, these men were particularly concerned to gain non-Zionist 
acceptance of the principles upon which the new Jewish community 
in Palestine was being built. For there was reason to expect that the 
rather unusual institutions of the Zionist-organized Jewish settlement 
would meet resistance from the non-Zionists. The long period which 
followed the decision of the Thirteenth Congress to proceed with 
formation of an enlarged Jewish Agency was devoted, accordingly, 
to the formulation and negotiation of specific demands made by 
Zionists on non-Zionists and by the non-Zionists on Zionists. 

The Fourteenth Zionist Congress was held in Vienna in August 
1925. By that time preliminary conferences of non-Zionists in New 
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York had set up a framework for detailed negotiations. 44 The resolu¬ 
tion adopted in Vienna no longer mentions either national minority 
rights in the Diaspora or a World Jewish Congress, but proceeds to 
outline specific conditions relating to the work in Palestine which 
the Zionists asked the non-Zionists to accept: 

I. Recognising that it is desirable to provide facilities for more effective 
co-operation between all Jews willing to take part in the work of recon¬ 
struction in Palestine and the establishment of the Jewish National Home, 
in the spirit of the Balfour Declaration and the Mandate; 

Considering that to this end it is expedient to broaden the basis of the 
Jewish Agency, and on the understanding that the activities of the Agency 
shall be based on the following inviolable principles, namely: 

(a) A continuous increase in the volume of Jewish immigration; 

(b) The redemption of the land as Jewish public property; 

(c) Agricultural colonisation based on Jewish labour; 

(d) The Hebrew language and Hebrew culture; 

The Congress declares as follows : 

I. The Congress would view with favour the establishment of a Council 
of the enlarged Jewish Agency for Palestine under the following conditions: 

(a) The Council of the Jewish Agency, which shall consist, when 
complete, of approximately 150 members, shall be composed, as to 
one-half, of representatives of the Zionist Organisation, and as to the 
other half, of representatives of Jewish communities in various parts 
of the world. 

(b) The method by which the various communities shall appoint 
their representatives shall in each case be settled by agreement in 
accordance with local conditions, and shall, so far as possible, take the 
form of democratic elections . . . 

VII. In order to secure continuity in the political and other work of the 
Jewish Agency, the Congress directs the Executive to ensure the election 
of the President of the Zionist Organisation as the President of the en¬ 
larged Jewish Agency. 45 

It was four years after the Fourteenth Zionist Congress adopted 
the above resolution before the enlarged Jewish Agency came into 
being. The non-Zionists, with the aid of a Commission of Experts, 
minutely examined the principles upon which the Jewish resettlement 
was built before they agreed to be bound by them. 46 The Zionists 
went through a series of bitter debates before they agreed to the 
final formulations. Notwithstanding long and tedious discussion of 
details and procedures, these formulations remained essentially what 
they had been in 1925. 

The enlarged Jewish Agency came into being in 1929, on the eve 
of the Great Depression. The expanded financial capacity which it 
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brought to the Zionist work in Palestine was therefore far below what 
had been hoped for, at least in the first years. 47 Moreover, the direct 
involvement of non-Zionists in the other aspects of the Jewish Agency 
in Palestine was much less significant than their formal title of equal 
partnership would indicate. Non-Zionist participation in the current 
activities of the Jewish Agency Executive never succeeded in drawing 
new Jewish organizations and communities as such into an intimate 
relationship with the project of building the Jewish national home. 
Such intimate concern with the settlement of Palestine continued to 
be limited — as in the case of the Keren Hayesod — to individual non- 
Zionists, though to be sure they were more numerous, more prominent, 
and more responsibly involved than before. On the other hand, when 
the original non-Zionist leaders who joined the Jewish Agency dropped 
out one by one in the natural course of events, they were not replaced 
by new non-Zionists, and the Jewish Agency reverted gradually to 
what it was at first — another name for the Zionist Organization. 48 

Nevertheless, the creation of the enlarged Jewish Agency, in quite 
unexpected ways, fully satisfied the expectations that had been laid 
upon it. After the Depression had lifted somewhat, this was shown 
in regard to fund-raising. The response of Jews throughout the world, 
and particularly in America, to the vastly increased financial demands 
of the Jewish Agency in the Hitler years far exceeded the level of 
contributions that the Zionists had previously achieved. That the 
rebuilding of Palestine was accepted by the whole leadership of 
the Western Jewish community, among other Jewish needs, as their 
direct responsibility, instead of resting solely on the influence of 
Zionists, who devoted themselves to this alone, unquestionably made 
the far larger sums easier to collect. There were Zionists who argued, 
to be sure, that under the conditions of the time they could have 
achieved still greater results by independent fund-raising campaigns. 
On the other hand, the institution of joint campaigns impressed upon 
the Jewish community an attitude of support for the national home 
as a noncontroversial matter on which there was a general consensus. 

If the enlargement of the Jewish Agency did not bring an expand¬ 
ing circle of non-Zionist organizations and organized Jewish com¬ 
munities into a formal, permanent partnership with the Zionist 
Organization, it had another, no less important effect. It caused the 
major, most representative Jewish organizations and communal in¬ 
stitutions in the Western countries, with whose leaders the Jewish 
Agency compact was negotiated, to be unable to take a principled, 
unreservedly anti-Zionist stand thereafter. 49 The attitude most naturally 
taken by such bodies after 1929 was a kind of benevolent neutrality 
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which, without binding the organization as such to active participation 
in the Jewish Agency, led to support on collateral lines. Zionism itself 
was neither adopted nor opposed but considered an issue on which 
the members were entitled to think and act individually, while the 
leaders of the major Jewish organizations were also leading men in 
the Jewish Agency or, even more often, in the various Zionist organ¬ 
izations. If not a partnership of organizations, there was, then a per¬ 
sonal union of Zionism, or of the Jewish Agency, with the major 
organizations and community organs in the Western countries through 
an interlocking leadership. 

The fact that the Balfour Declaration and the Mandate had been 
internationally recognized itself tended to produce a similar effect. 
Yet even after these events the several schools of anti-Zionism con¬ 
tinued as organized movements in Eastern countries. The Jewish 
Communists, of course, followed the political line of the Soviet Union 
and opposed every aspect of the Jewish national home, and particularly 
the emigration of Jews. The anti-Zionism of the Social Democratic 
Bund or the ultra-Orthodox Agudat Israel varied in intensity; in 
the case of the latter, cooperation with Zionists was achieved on such 
issues as Jewish rights at the Wailing Wall, and an attempt was made 
to associate them with the Jewish Agency. 50 Nonetheless, all anti- 
Zionist groups in the Eastern countries remained separated from 
Zionism by a continuous, organized, ideological opposition. In the 
West, these anti-Zionist groups did not exist as an organized force, 
but they were represented by men and organizations sympathetic 
with their point of view. Here, however, the consensus created by the 
negotiations for the enlargement of the Jewish Agency was sufficiently 
effective to gain the adherence even of leaders sympathetic to the 
Eastern European Social-Democratic and ultra-Orthodox movements. 
Men like the Orthodox Rabbi Leo Jung and the Socialist Abraham 
Shiplacoff (1877-1934) joined the new partnership. 51 

The characteristic evolution of non-Zionist opinion in the West 
is best illustrated by the successive ideological positions adopted by 
one of the central organs of American Reform Judaism. 52 Established 
in 1889, the Central Conference of American Rabbis (CCAR) in the 
following year adopted Reform principles, rejecting any Messianic 
vision of returning to Zion and of restoring Jewish sovereignty. After 
the Basle Zionist Congress in 1897 the CCAR specifically condemned 
the Zionist doctrine in toto. There were, nevertheless, some Reform 
rabbis like Gustav Gottheil (1827-1903), Max Heller (1860-1929), 
Judah L. Magnes (1877-1947), and Stephen S. Wise (1874^1949) 
who were prominent Zionists. In 1906, 1912, and 1917 the CCAR 
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adopted resolutions declaring that Zionist ideas were incompatible 
with Reform doctrine, implicitly condemning these rabbis. 

Yet time and events had their effect. Younger rabbis were turning 
in ever greater numbers to Zionism, while the world outside, through 
the Balfour Declaration, granted the movement recognition and 
sympathy. Some of the Reform stalwarts led by Dr. David Philipson 
(1862-1949) tried to organize an anti-Zionist demonstration against 
the Balfour Declaration in 1918 but eventually gave up the attempt 
in deference to the remonstrances of leading laymen like Louis 
Marshall (1856-1929). 53 Soon after, the suggestion that the Reform 
movement might cooperate with the Zionists in building the Jewish 
settlement in Palestine, if the more far-reaching ideological implica¬ 
tions could be avoided, was not only voiced by individuals but began 
to be embodied in CCAR resolutions. 54 And, indeed, when the 1928 
Conference of non-Zionists in New York formally adopted the plan 
for the enlarged Jewish Agency, Dr. Philipson and other erstwhile 
anti-Zionists gave their blessings to the enterprise in emotional 
addresses. 55 Even after that, it took until 1935 before the increasingly 
numerous contingent of Zionists among the Reform rabbis could 
carry a CCAR resolution that explicitly revoked earlier condemnations 
of Jewish nationalism and declared the pro- or anti-Zionist positions 
adopted by Reform rabbis to be entirely a matter of personal con¬ 
science. 56 

That is where matters rested. The Reform movement as such was 
officially sympathetic to the Jewish national home and prepared in 
principle to cooperate, as a non-Zionist body, with the Zionist move¬ 
ment in such forms as the Jewish Agency. An increasingly large 
majority of Reform rabbis were Zionists and often active Zionist lead¬ 
ers. The cooperation of the CCAR as a body with the Jewish Agency 
remained an academic suggestion. The Agency did not develop 
further as a firm and formal partnership between organizations but 
maintained ad hoc, personal ties with non-Zionist organizations 
through their authorized leaders. In the period following the 1935 
resolution, new resolutions were passed which placed the CCAR 
behind the Zionist movement on issues that seemed to the dwindling 
minority of anti-Zionists once more to involve questions of principle. 
Such were the CCAR resolutions during the Second World War 
supporting the creation of a Jewish Brigade and endorsing the 
results of the American Jewish Conference, which had proposed a 
Jewish Commonwealth in Palestine. 57 While the opponents of these 
measures were unable to reverse the stand of the CCAR, their re¬ 
sistance (and also the policy of the Zionist rabbis) caused the general 
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principle to be maintained that the CCAR remained a non-Zionist 
organization: views favoring or opposing Zionism continued to be 
regarded as matters of individual conscience. Accordingly, the large 
Zionist majority committed the CCAR to particular, ad hoc measures 
of cooperation with the Zionists, but made no effort to build up 
permanent forms of organizational union between the Reform move¬ 
ment and the Zionist movement. 

While other Jewish organizations and representative institutions 
in the West did not always start from as firm an anti-Zionist position 
as the CCAR, the kind of benevolent neutrality toward Zionism with 
which this body ended was characteristic. Thus, on the basis es¬ 
tablished by the Balfour Declaration and the Mandate, Zionism 
acquired in the West a favorable climate of opinion and a network 
of institutional support drawing in the entire community through 
channels that called themselves non-Zionist. 

ii 

The foundation for the consensus between Zionism and ideological 
non-Zionism was the belief that questions of fundamental significance 
would not arise in a program of cooperation based on the legal 
formulas of the Mandate, if realistically interpreted. Weizmann’s 
successful battle within the Zionist movement for the acceptance 
of the Balfour Declaration as an intermediate and not a final phase 
of the Zionist endeavor helped to establish this belief. Even while 
negotiating the Balfour Declaration, Weizmann had taken occasion 
to deny that it was “the endeavour of the Zionist movement immedi¬ 
ately to create a Jewish State in Palestine.” 58 The pressure of British 
caution and Arab hostility caused the Zionist leader so often and 
so emphatically to repeat his moderate estimate of Zionist aims in 
the existing intermediate phase of the movement that a non-Zionist 
leader like Louis Marshall could understandably come to the same 
conclusions as Weizmann’s Zionist opponents: 59 he concluded that 
the moderate Zionist leader did not really believe there could be 
a final phase in which Palestine would become a Jewish state. He 
thought Weizmann would in the end be satisfied with a status of 
relative autonomy and opportunities for reasonable growth of the 
Jewish settlement such as Zionism already enjoyed during the existing 
intermediate phase defined by the Mandate. 

Thus, in seeking to persuade other non-Zionists to cooperate with 
the Zionists, Marshall argued: 

You probably know that I am not a Zionist. I am, however, greatly con- 
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cerned in the rehabilitation of Palestine, and I regard it to be the duty of 
every Jew to aid in that cause. Political Zionism is a thing of the past. There 
is nobody now in authority in the Zionist Organization who has the slightest 
idea of doing anything more than to build up the Holy Land and to give 
those who desire a home there the opportunity which they cherish. 60 

The basis for such an assumption is indicated in Marshall's record of 
a conversation with Brandeis in September 1919: 

He admits that two things are necessary before there can be any immigra¬ 
tion into a Palestine whatsoever, (1), to eradicate the prevailing malaria 
. . . and (2), the creation of industries . . . He expresses confidence, 
however, that . . . Palestine could support a large population. He several 
times spoke of six million people. I called his attention to the danger of 
using such figures, first, because of its effect upon the Jews of Eastern 
Europe politically, and secondly, because of its effect psychologically upon 
the great mass of the Jews of the world, who would actually believe that 
it would become feasible for half of all the Jews of the world to transplant 
themselves into Palestine. I called his attention to the fact that the two 
problems which he regarded as conditions sine qua non to the migration 
of the Jews to Palestine could not be accomplished in fifty years and with¬ 
out an enormous expenditure of money. To speak therefore of a Jewish 
population of six million was in my judgment playing with fire and would 
only excite the imagination of those who would find their hopes shattered 
. . . He at once admitted that I was right and thanked me cordially for 
having pointed [to] the danger. The entire organization is anxious to let 
the people know that it is premature to contemplate a large Jewish settle¬ 
ment in Palestine, and it is evident that there will be an effort made to 
delay immigration by calling attention to the unsanitary conditions now 
prevailing and the necessity of establishing industries before immigration 
can be safely undertaken. 61 

Marshall's judgment regarding the Zionist appraisal of their posi¬ 
tion was, of course, far from being groundless, though it is so clearly 
biased in accordance with his own wish. In 1931 Weizmann's constant 
stress on the limits which a realistic Zionist policy must observe 
during the intermediate phase of its program carried him, in an un¬ 
guarded moment, to an outright renunciation of the aim of a Jewish 
majority as being unrealistic even as a final phase of the Zionist 
program. 62 The Zionist leader attempted to retrieve his error in 
making such a statement, but, failing to make his retraction effective, 
was defeated for the first time in his candidacy as President of the 
Zionist Organization. But even if one were to dismiss his attempted 
retraction as mere politics and regard his original statement as a 
well-considered opinion instead of an impulsive slip, the difference 
in attitude from Marshall's view is obvious. The Zionist leader may 
have been prepared ultimately to accept something less than a Jewish 
majority and a Jewish state in Palestine if all efforts to secure these 
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failed. Nevertheless he took the legal basis of the Mandate as an 
opportunity to work immediately for a Jewish majority and a Jewish 
state. Marshall, on the other hand, confident that all efforts to achieve 
a Jewish majority and a Jewish state in Palestine would fail, was 
willing to work for something less than these on the legal basis of 
the Mandate, trusting that the ideological issues concerning statehood 
would never arise in practice. 

Cooperation with the Zionists on the legal basis of the Mandate, 
as it turned out, involved political conflicts in which the non-Zionists, 
out of loyal adherence to the position they had adopted, had to array 
themselves on the side of the Zionists against British policy. For, 
the period following the creation of the enlarged Jewish Agency 
brought a succession of decisive events which radically altered all 
assumptions regarding the work on behalf of the Jewish national 
home. 

There was a radical change, first of all, in the pressure of Jewish 
emigration from Europe. One of the reasons that from the beginning 
had inclined non-Zionists like Marshall to cooperate in the Palestine 
project through the Jewish Agency had been the mounting scale of 
Jewish emigration and the bad conscience of American Jews over their 
inability to keep the doors of America open to their refugee “co¬ 
religionists.” This was a longstanding preoccupation of Marshall’s, as 
one may see from his letter of January 20, 1914 to Nathan Straus 
(1848-1931): 

As you know, I have for many years given serious thought to the subject 
of immigration. Until now, we have been enabled to keep open the doors 
of opportunity, but the time has come when I greatly fear that restrictive 
immigration laws will be passed, with the result that, to a considerable 
extent, the storm-tossed children of Russian and Roumanian Ghettos will 
be unable to receive admittance here. The operation of the alien laws in 
England has been equally discouraging, and the difficulties attending 
immigration into South America, South Africa, and other distant lands, 
are of so formidable a character, that but few can travel thither. Hence 
it becomes the bounden duty of those of our people who have been blessed 
by Providence with worldly possessions, and who are at the same time 
imbued with the sentiments of love and loyalty for Judaism and its in¬ 
stitutions, to concentrate their efforts toward the development of that land, 
which, after all, should rouse the most tender feelings in the heart of every 
Jew. 63 

In the postwar years Marshall’s fears were borne out by the passage 
of the “infamous Johnson bill.” He then repeatedly urged American 
Jewish support for Palestine on the grounds that, his own country 
having closed its doors, the need for a haven for European Jews in 
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Palestine had become even more urgent. 64 But the pressure of the 
1920 , s was insignificant in comparison with the desperate need for 
asylum of Jews fleeing the Hitler menace in the 30’s and 40’s. Thus, 
one of the most effective motives that had caused non-Zionists to 
support the enlarged Jewish Agency became a far more powerful 
reason for defending it against the political threats that arose to the 
free exercise of Jewish rights under the Mandate. 

The creation of the enlarged Jewish Agency itself was the signal 
for a series of Arab attacks that kept Palestine in a state of intermittent 
political turmoil until the Second World War. The Arab uprisings 
were followed by successive British investigations leading to the 
adoption of new policies that tended to restrict or deny rights which 
the Jewish Agency claimed under the Mandate. 65 The non-Zionists 
were, consequently, placed in a position, which was not without its 
difficulties, of having to share in the Zionist political struggle against 
the mandatary . 

The 1929 riots took the form of a Moslem uprising against the 
Jews occasioned by a dispute concerning religious observances at 
the Wailing Wall. However, British investigating commissions treated 
the outbreaks as a reaction against Jewish activities in building the 
national home which Arabs considered prejudicial to their interests. 
The 1930 White Paper issued by the British government thereafter 
echoed the view that the immigration, land purchase, and settlement 
policies of the Zionist Organization were already, or were likely 
to become, prejudicial to Arab interests. It understood the mandatary’s 
obligation to the non-Jewish community to mean that Palestine’s re¬ 
sources must be primarily reserved for the growing Arab economy and 
proposed to restrict the further growth of the Jewish national home by 
this yardstick. 66 

To both contentions not only the Zionist but the non-Zionist 
leaders of the Jewish Agency reacted with shock and outrage. They 
expressed their bitterness by resigning as a body. A British Cabinet 
committee then met with the Zionist and non-Zionist leaders to discuss 
the situation and find a way to renew cooperation. This was achieved 
by the MacDonald letter, in which the two causes of complaint on 
the part of the Jewish Agency were alleviated. The implications 
that existing practices of the Zionist Organization in regard to immi¬ 
gration, land purchase, and settlement were, indeed, prejudicial to 
legitimate Arab interests were denied, and it was stated that the 
Government’s obligation to protect non-Jewish, as well as Jewish, 
interests was not understood to require at that time freezing the Jewish 
national home at its existing stage of development. 67 
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If the Zionist embitterment at the Passfield White Paper of 1930 
needs no comment, it is instructive to consider the reasons why the 
non-Zionists, too, felt outraged, as well as the ideological consequences 
of the measures of protest in which they, consequently, joined. The 
idea that the Jewish national home might be prejudicial to the 
legitimate interests of the Arabs in Palestine had been one of the 
arguments of such men, or their predecessors, in opposing the issuance 
of the Balfour Declaration in the very beginning. Rejecting objections 
on this score, the British Government and the nations of the world 
had defined what constituted the legitimate interests of the Arabs 
in Palestine by means of the clauses of the Mandate protecting the 
“civil and religious rights” of existing non-Jewish communities 
(Preamble) and of all inhabitants of Palestine, irrespective of race 
and religion (Article 2). 68 The obligations of the mandatary to pro¬ 
tect the civil and religious rights of all existing communities in Pal¬ 
estine, both Jewish and non-Jewish, and also to develop self-governing 
institutions, were paralleled by or, more probably, subordinated to 
another obligation, to help secure the establishment of the Jewish 
national home. By the latter obligation, the mandatary was bound 
not to any of the existing communities in Palestine, but to the Jews 
throughout the world who were willing to assist in the establishment 
of the Jewish national home (Article 4). 69 The non-Zionists had just 
entered the Jewish Agency in good faith, and had thus entered also 
into a relationship with the mandatary on the terms the latter had 
defined. Before they had committed themselves to this step they had 
examined, among other questions, whether the activities of the Zionist 
Organization, in law or in fact, prejudiced the legitimate interests 
of the Arabs, as they had once feared they might. They had, of course, 
accepted the well-established principle that the obligation to facilitate 
the growth of the Jewish national home was part of the basic law for 
Palestine and that the limits within which the interests of the Arabs 
were legitimate could not therefore be stretched so far as to preclude 
building the national home. Their studies had also convinced them 
that, in fact, the activities of the Zionists had not, on the whole, 
prejudiced but advanced the legitimate interests of the non-Jewish 
community. 70 In reaching these conclusions, they had not only based 
themselves on what they considered objective facts. They had gone at 
least half-way to meet the Zionists and all the way to meet the 
mandatary and the international community in terms of the principles 
the latter had previously established. 

They were bound, then, to resent the sudden abandonment by the 
mandatary of positions which they had accepted in good faith as 
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defining their legal relationship. The British intimations that the 
Jewish community in Palestine was not entitled to grow freely as 
of right but only on sufferance by the Arabs, who could bring about 
restrictions by no better legal argument than violence, was a repudia¬ 
tion of a contract that the non-Zionists had freshly signed. As for the 
charges that the development of the national home had already had, 
or would necessarily have, prejudicial effects upon the Arab economic 
position, the non-Zionists had satisfied themselves on this point before 
joining the Jewish Agency. On both legal and factual grounds, then, 
their opposition to the Passfield White Paper of 1930 was as strong 
as the Zionists’. 

The effect of this episode was to commit the non-Zionists to far 
more precisely formulated definitions of Jewish rights in Palestine 
than they might otherwise have reached. Their hope in joining the 
Jewish Agency had been that questions of the ultimate political 
status of Palestine would not arise, and all attention would thus 
be concentrated on practical work in terms of the status quo. But 
the political focus of the investigations and discussions following 
the 1929 riots made a current issue of the final status that Jews wished 
to attain in Palestine. Whether they welcomed it or not, Jewish groups 
concerned in the Palestine project were called upon to define their 
ultimate objectives. On July 14, 1931, presiding over the Second Meet¬ 
ing of the Jewish Agency Council, Dr. Cyrus Adler presented a defini¬ 
tion of the national home for which he claimed the status of a con¬ 
tract binding upon both Zionists and non-Zionists. 71 While Adler’s 
statement was hardly binding on the Zionists, it undoubtedly may be 
regarded as an authoritative explicit formulation of a final status for 
Palestine to which the non-Zionists had implicitly agreed in entering 
the Jewish Agency. 

The definition consists of quotations from two official sources. The 
first is a famous passage from the Churchill White Paper of 1922: 

When it is asked what is meant by the development of the Jewish National 
Home in Palestine, it may be answered that it is not the imposition of a 
Jewish nationality upon the inhabitants of Palestine as a whole, but the 
further development of the existing Jewish community, with the assistance 
of Jews in other parts of the world, in order that it may become a centre 
in which the Jewish people as a whole may take, on grounds of religion 
and race, an interest and a pride. But in order that this community should 
have the best prospect of free development and provide a full opportunity 
for the Jewish people to display its capacities, it is essential that it should 
know that it is in Palestine as of right and not on sufferance. That is the 
reason why it is necessary that the existence of a Jewish National Home in 
Palestine should be internationally guaranteed, and that it should be 
formally recognised to rest upon ancient historic connection. 72 
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For a briefer definition, Adler referred to a statement by Norman 
Bentwich, Attorney General of Palestine: 

A national home connotes a territory in which a people, without receiving 
the rights of political sovereignty, has, nevertheless, a recognized legal 
position and receives the opportunity to develop its moral, social, and 
spiritual ideals. 73 

This, then, was the limit of what the non-Zionists felt they were 
committed to by their adherence to the Jewish Agency, and the far¬ 
thest they were prepared to go with the Zionists. Negatively, it meant 
a refusal to advocate, or agree to, an independent state of the Jews 
in Palestine. On the other hand, it also meant a proclaimed intention 
to resist the freezing of Jewish development in Palestine either by 
establishing an Arab state there or by a unilateral, hence arbitrary, 
decision of the mandatary to consider that its obligations concerning 
the Jewish national home were at an end. What, in fact was implied 
by this non-Zionist formulations was that the intermediate position 
in which Palestine found itself should remain, in essence, its final 
position; that the Holy Land should never become a Jewish, Arab, 
or any other kind of sovereign state, but always remain an interna¬ 
tional trust. The Mandate had stated no term or conditions for con¬ 
cluding the contingent right granted to the Jews to build up a 
majority and receive their sovereignty in Palestine, or for deciding 
what final status the actual achievement of the Jews entitled them to. 
The implicit meaning of the non-Zionist position was to suggest a 
new interpretation for the failure of the Mandate to state when or 
under what conditions the final accounting and settlement must be 
made. It suggested that the rights granted to the Jews under the 
Mandate were permanent and not provisional, and the status they 
enjoyed was not contingent at all, but definite. 

in 

In the early 1930’s much could still be left implicit. The British, 
at that time, only implied that they might consider their obligations 
to the national home terminated, and no Jew, whether Zionist or 
non-Zionist, was compelled to formulate his own position in terms 
of a clear British renunciation of this part of the Mandate. 

The Arab revolt of 1936-1939, and the British investigations and 
policy statements which it produced, completely altered the situation. 
The new premise of British policy was stated in the Peel Commission’s 
declaration of 1937 that the Mandate had from the very beginning 
been based on a mistaken assumption. 74 The obligation towards the 



JEWISH AGENCY AND JEWISH STATE 205 

Jewish people — which the Peel Commission now recognized was 
the primary obligation of the Mandate — could not be reconciled with 
the obligation toward the Arabs, at least so long as that people 
remained adamantly opposed to the Jewish national home. 

While this premise was not always so openly avowed in the policy 
documents issued by Britain in the later 1930’s, conclusions were 
drawn which clearly implied it. The Mandatory obligations toward 
the Jewish national home were virtually liquidated by a series of 
restrictions on Jewish immigration and land purchase whose under¬ 
lying doctrine was given a final definition in the White Paper of 
1939. 75 The new policy made concessions to the Arabs by freezing 
the Jewish national home at its existing proportionate position in 
relation to the whole territory and population of Palestine. 

On the other hand, it also made the establishment of an inde¬ 
pendent (Arab) state of Palestine, after a transitional period, depend 
on agreement between Jews and Arabs. Thus it perpetuated the same 
impasse which had led Britain to consider the Mandate itself un¬ 
workable. The Peel Commission had proposed the partition of Pal¬ 
estine and the creation in it of a Jewish and an Arab state as a 
solution for this problem. This was the only British proposal that 
provided for any real growth of the Jewish national home in the 
near future. While the proposal of partition was abandoned officially 
by the British government shortly after it was made, it remained far 
more than an academic possibility from the moment it was first 
officially broached. 

All Jewish organizations concerning themselves with the national 
home were forced by the events and statements of the late 1930’s 
to consider their own positions anew. They were challenged not 
only by the White Paper and its repudiation of obligations toward 
the national home, but also by the proposal for a solution by partition. 
On the first issue the unity between Zionists and non-Zionists re¬ 
mained intact. On the second, their underlying ideological division 
revealed itself once more. 

Zionists and non-Zionists alike vehemently denounced the freezing 
of Jewish development by the White Paper as a “breach of faith” on 
the part of the mandatary. 76 The same unity which had been shown in 
rejecting the 1930 White Paper was once again demonstrated, for 
Zionist and non-Zionist alike agreed in defending the legal rights and 
position which they had shared on behalf of the Jewish people through 
the Jewish Agency. 

But the proposal to partition Palestine and set up a Jewish State 
in order to continue the development of the national home in part 
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of the country was another matter. It raised, as an immediate pos¬ 
sibility, the question of restoring Jewish sovereignty, of setting up a 
Jewish nation defined in the fullest degree and the most formal 
manner as a political entity. Such a possibility required a readjustment 
of the ideas of even the most extreme Zionists. In 1930, appearing 
before the Shaw Commission in London, Jabotinsky had stated that 
his party’s aim was to set up a Jewish state, and then defined that 
conception as follows: 

[A Jewish State] does not necessarily mean being independent in the 
sense of having the right to declare war on anybody, but what it means 
is first of all a majority of Jewish people in Palestine, so that under a 
democratic rule the Jewish point of view should always prevail, and 
secondly, that measure of self-government which for instance the State 
of Nebraska possesses. That would satisfy me completely as long as it is a 
local self-government, and as long as there is a Jewish majority in the 
country. 77 

Such a proposal involved not only perpetuating British control over 
Palestine indefinitely, but a long period in which the building up 
of a Jewish majority would have to depend on Britain’s acceptance 
of that aim as its own. While another Revisionist spokesman had 
referred to mass immigration for twenty-five to thirty years as the 
condition required to achieve a Jewish majority, Jabotinsky at that 
time spoke of 30,000 immigrants a year for the next sixty years as 
his desideratum. 78 But by the 1940’s it was clear to the Revisionists 
that no one but the Jews themselves could be counted on to pursue 
the aim of Jewish sovereignty for long periods. They now favored a 
different approach. They reverted to the Nordau plan of twenty years 
earlier, and proposed that the United Nations grant an international 
loan and technical assistance for the transfer of one million Jews to 
Palestine within a single year after the end of the war. The Jewish 
majority in Palestine was to be established at once. Thereafter the 
Jewish people throughout the world would be in a position to conduct 
the further resettlement of its homeland independently. 79 

A similar shift of position was necessitated for the whole consensus 
of Zionist opinion, since British policy in the thirties was a cogent 
demonstration that the Jews could rely on none but themselves, over 
long periods of time, to guarantee the full development of the Jewish 
national home. The official formulation of this conclusion, upon which 
it proved possible to obtain a consensus, was the Biltmore program. 
This, as we have seen, called for the grant of full authority to the 
Jewish Agency to carry out the rapid development of the national 
home into a Jewish commonwealth based on a Jewish majority, with 



JEWISH AGENCY AND JEWISH STATE 207 

the mandatary simply keeping order in the interim. The leaders who 
pushed through the new policy statement could not but have been 
aware that it was unrealistic in assuming that Britain would agree 
to keep order in Palestine, under the proposed arrangements. Men 
like Ben-Gurion were prepared, therefore, to fall back on another 
policy; they were ready for the immediate assumption of authority 
in a suitable area within which Jews already commanded a majority, 
thus accepting a partition. Other Zionists opposed partition either 
because of the implied restrictions on the scope for growth, or because 
they hoped alternative solutions might ultimately be concluded with 
the agreement of the Arabs. But, obviously, no Zionist found the parti¬ 
tion plan unacceptable because of the fact that it involved the 
restoration of sovereignty in Palestine to the Jews. 

This very point made partition unacceptable in principle to most 
non-Zionists — though by now there were already leaders among 
them who refused to be bound by such a principle. At the Fifth Jewish 
Agency Council Meeting in August 1937, the American non-Zionists 
opposed partition vehemently. 80 They maintained their opposition 
through the catastrophic years that followed and in the plans that 
they drew up for the postwar period. It became quite impossible, 
nevertheless, to assume that Great Britain could be persuaded, after 
so many years, to resume the obligations toward the national home 
which its final White Paper of 1939 had so definitively rejected. Yet 
the non-Zionists continued to stand on their legal position instead 
of seeking a political solution. The American Jewish Committee pro¬ 
posed that the status quo ante be restored, by a new international 
trusteeship embodying the substance of the Mandate. 81 Recognizing, 
however, that no trustee could be expected, in the light of the Man¬ 
datory experience, to exercise this charge forever, the Committee 
vaguely proposed that “within a reasonable period of years” Palestine 
should become “a self-governing commonwealth” — by implication, 
neither Jewish nor non-Jewish — under a constitution which should 
protect, among other rights, the right of the Jewish national home to 
grow by immigration and settlement “to the full extent of the economic 
absorptive capacity of the country.” 

The circumstances of the postwar period of the late 1940’s were 
such that this non-Zionist position had little chance of acceptance 
and hardly more chance of gaining a hearing. No martyrdom in the 
long history of Jewish suffering rivals the slaughter of entire Jewish 
communities in which the Hitler era culminated. Nor did any previous 
catastrophe exceed it in violence of shock. The vicious determination 
of the exterminators and the fact that this monstrosity arose out of 
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the organic corruption of a modern Western European nation which 
was considered a paragon of civilization, particularly perhaps by 
Jews, had a true traumatic effect. No Jew anywhere in the world was 
permitted to escape its immediate impact. Those who lived beyond 
the direct menace of the Nazis had to stand by impotently while 
Jewish refugees were shunted from port to port and, often enough, 
turned back from their very own doors. Nor was their horror only a 
sympathetic emotion, for in those years the Nazis wove an interna¬ 
tional net of hatred that left no Jewish community without its own 
organized anti-Semitic enemy in its own country. The calculated 
destruction of all Jews in Nazi Europe was felt by Jews throughout 
the world as, in the most direct way, aimed at themselves. 82 

In this extremity, instincts of self-defense would brook no barriers 
of ideology or established usage. The expedients which the Jewish 
consensus was emotionally prepared to respond to exceeded not only 
what the non-Zionist American Jewish Committee but what the Zion¬ 
ists, operating in established relationships with governments, were 
likely to suggest. The Revisionist Organization which had broken the 
discipline of the World Zionist Organization and then abandoned it 
altogether in rebellion against the restraint of its tactics, now itself 
became insufficient to give full expression to Jewish resentments. 
Loosely attached or completely separated Revisionist splinter groups 
carried out a policy of armed "activism” in Palestine and of inde¬ 
pendent propaganda and diplomacy in the Diaspora. 83 In America, 
their campaigns for a Jewish Army, for various measures of opposition 
to Great Britain, and for expedients calculated to save Jews from the 
Nazi executioners, not only attracted widespread support but con¬ 
solidated around them a group of adherents, including many who 
had not previously shown an active concern with Jewish affairs but 
now adopted a tone of bitter partisan contempt for the official Zionist 
bodies and their half-hearted demands. 84 

In such a climate of opinion, the Zionists found that every step 
they took toward more militant tactics and a more decisive formula¬ 
tion of their aims consolidated rather than weakened the support 
given them by the communal consensus. In the years after American 
Zionism adopted the Biltmore program, it also experienced a threefold 
increase in its registered membership. 85 Public opinion polls con¬ 
ducted in 1945 showed that the attitudes of the Jews in America 
were strongly favorable to the idea of a Jewish state, and Gentile 
opinion was also strongly sympathetic. 86 

The dominant view in Jewish communal organizations that were 
not officially Zionist also became forthright and unreserved in support 
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of the Zionist demands. In Britain, the Board of Jewish Deputies was 
controlled by a Zionist majority and favored the Jewish common¬ 
wealth proposal. 87 In the less tightly organized American community, 
authoritative opinion was shared by a variety of fund-raising and 
functional agencies: the Welfare Funds and Federations, the large 
fraternal orders, the national religious “unions” and “assemblies” of 
the three Jewish “denominations,” and the “civic protective” and 
“community relations” agencies. To the extent that these were mem¬ 
bership organizations and thus reflected the communal consensus, 
they followed the impulse which was apparently dominant among 
their members. They joined in the American Jewish Conference and 
adopted the demand of a Jewish commonwealth in Palestine. 88 To 
the extent that they were more functional in aim and bureaucratic 
in structure, as in the case of the communal fund-raising bodies, a 
long background of cooperation in aid for Jews abroad had bound 
them as directly to the ideologically Zionist as to the ideologically 
non-Zionist organizations. In the circumstances that were anticipated 
for the postwar period, the overwhelming importance of free immi¬ 
gration to Palestine was as obvious to Jewish social workers as to the 
Jewish community at large. 89 

Once before, in the closing years of the First World War, the 
resistance of ideological non-Zionists to Zionist demands had set them 
against the communal consensus. Nevertheless, in the years after, the 
claim of non-Zionist notables, in particular the leaders of the American 
Jewish Committee, to “represent” the Jewish community was given 
virtually official recognition by the Zionists through the negotiations 
leading to the enlargement of the Jewish Agency. 90 But, in the wave 
of feeling that swept the Jewish community in the West during the 
Hitler era, the reservations of ideological non-Zionism were simply 
swept out of court. When the American Jewish Committee left the 
Conference in which the communal consensus had endorsed the idea 
of a Jewish commonwealth, they did so as a dissident minority; and 
they underscored this fact by undertaking almost at once to reor¬ 
ganize on the basis of individual membership and more substantial 
numbers. 91 That they left the Conference, nevertheless, indicates the 
strength of their ideological opposition to the restoration of political 
sovereignty to the Jews. 

But one of the factors which had been most powerful in converting 
Western anti-Zionism into non-Zionism after the First World War 
now came into play. Governments began to come to the conclusion 
that the partition of Palestine was the only rational and feasible solu¬ 
tion of the difficulties in that area. One important reason why non- 
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Zionism replaced anti-Zionism and practical cooperation succeeded 
ideological dispute in the 20’s had been — as Louis Marshall stressed — 
that the Western governments stood behind the Mandate. Now, too, 
when the American government indicated in 1946 that further Jewish 
immigration to Palestine depended on such a final political solution 
as partition, the American Jewish Committee could no longer oppose 
the idea. 92 

History repeated itself ever more precisely. Once committed to a 
Jewish state in part of Palestine, the American non-Zionists remained 
loyal to that decision even when the American government, whose 
indicated approval had been a crucial factor in winning their own 
acceptance of the idea, began to waver. Before the partition plan was 
finally put into effect, the American non-Zionists had occasion to 
stand firm with the Zionist-minded community against an attempt 
to turn the wheel back to a trusteeship, the kind of solution originally 
favored by the American Jewish Committee. After the Jewish state 
was established, too, the non-Zionists had to cooperate with the other 
representatives of the community in efforts to persuade their govern¬ 
ment to assure the sovereign integrity of the State of Israel. 93 

But the existence of the State of Israel precipitated those very 
issues of ultimate ideological import which the non-Zionists had 
striven so long to suppress. The non-Zionists were now faced with 
the problem of obtaining from the government of Israel such official 
interpretations and policies regarding the meaning of Jewish sover¬ 
eignty as might help to lay their old fears to rest. 

The rise of the State of Israel much more unexpectedly raised 
problems of a similar nature for Diaspora Zionists. All at once they 
saw that their own special status had become problematical as a 
result of their crowning success. 

As for the Israelis, they, too, were now confronted with the problem 
of formulating the nature of their relationship, as not only a sovereign 
but a Zionist state, to the Jewish people at large, which, in its great 
majority, still lived in the Diaspora. 
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Since the rise of Israel, outright opposition to the existence of a 
Jewish state is no longer recognized by the consensus of the Jewish 
community as a legitimate attitude. This does not mean that Jewish 
anti-Zionism has disappeared entirely. Ideological opponents of the 
very idea of the Jewish state did not undergo a total conversion 
simply by virtue of its legal establishment. But it is natural that when 
the State of Israel was recognized internationally, it was also accepted 
by the consensus of the Jews throughout the world. Ideological 
opponents had to adjust themselves in one way or another to the 
new situation. 

Even the most intransigent anti-Zionists, who hardly abated their 
hostility to the state at all, nevertheless found themselves, as a result 
of the war, in a new position which necessarily altered their attitudes. 
An extreme case was that of the Bundists. Diaspora nationalism had 
lost all bearing upon contemporary affairs. In the mild Bundist form 
of cultural autonomy, this program had enjoyed a vigorous if not a 
full realization in only one area, Eastern Europe. The natural environ¬ 
ment for such an ideology had disappeared, for what the Nazis had 
not destroyed, the Soviets and their satellites now submerged through 
a policy that became violently hostile to all expressions of Jewish 
nationalism. Many of the surviving leaders of the Bund became 
refugees in Western countries where their kind of anti-Zionist Jewish 
nationalism had never taken root, and they remained feeble, isolated 
voices. While they made sincere efforts to readjust their ideas and 
apply them to the new situation of a global Diaspora Jewry, they 
succeeded only in consolidating part of their old adherents scattered 
in small groups throughout the world. 1 

The ultra-Orthodox anti-Zionists of Eastern Europe had never 
based their principles on the specific situation that obtained in Eastern 
Europe, for, as traditionalists, they considered no status in the Exile 
definitive. Moreover, they were strongly represented in the older, 
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pre-Zionist Jewish community in the Land of Israel, and had promi¬ 
nently contributed to its continuing growth. 2 After the rise of the 
State of Israel, some diehards among them, the Natorei Karta, 
(“Wardens of the City”) continued to repudiate the very idea of the 
State and acted in defiance of its legitimacy. 3 By this attitude, they 
placed themselves in a position of illegitimacy: not outside the law, 
but beyond the pale of the Jewish consensus, in somewhat the same 
way as the Jehovah’s Witnesses are placed in relation to American 
society. However, the main organized body of ultra-Orthodox anti- 
Zionists, the Agudat Israel, could not allow itself to take such an 
attitude of fanatical dissidence. The validity of the State of Israel 
was no longer a matter upon which the Jewish consensus permitted 
legitimate differences of opinion, and no body that valued its recogni¬ 
tion by the community could ignore this fact. 

Much the same situation developed in regard to the Western non- 
Zionists and anti-Zionists. The political crisis through which the State 
of Israel was established brought about a temporary reversion of many 
non-Zionists to anti-Zionism. Once Israel proclaimed itself a state 
and was internationally recognized, however, the Jewish consensus 
no longer tolerated an anti-Zionist repudiation of Jewish sovereignty 
in Israel. Nor did the most implacable Western anti-Zionists belong 
to the same breed of fanatical legitimists as the Natorei Karta, who 
could defy both the Jewish and the international consensus and set 
their own voice up as the organ of law to which all Jews must submit. 
Even the American Council for Judaism, the most rigid Western anti- 
Zionists, acknowledged the State of Israel as a legal entity. Their 
anti-Zionism persisted, however, expressing itself in active hostility 
to the Jewish state of a kind and intensity which could not be accepted 
as a legitimate attitude within the Jewish consensus. 4 The American 
Council for Judaism was militant enough to court ostracism. Such a 
position could not, of course, appeal to the major representative of 
non-Zionist opinion, the American Jewish Committee. The Committee, 
instead, adopted a position of friendly support for the Jewish state 
which was well within the limits approved by the consensus. 5 

Fringe phenomena like the Natorei Karta and the American 
Council for Judaism could obviously have no effect on Israel’s 
definition of its sovereignty. But some of the underlying reasons for 
their hostility to Israel and Israel’s policies involved issues in which 
their opposition was shared by other groups, acting on lines con¬ 
sidered legitimate by the Jewish consensus. Traditionalist opposition 
to secularist policies presented no more than a police problem when 
it took the form of outright defiance of authority among the Natorei 
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Karta. Opposition to the same policies had to be met on political 
grounds when it was expressed by the joined forces of Agudat Israel 
and Mizrachi, employing tactics already used to good purpose by the 
Orthodox party in the World Zionist Organization. The fears of West¬ 
ern anti-Zionists that a Jewish state would place their own allegiances 
in question represented no more than a problem in public relations 
for the American Jewish community when put forward in the obses¬ 
sional style of the American Council for Judaism. The same misgivings 
had to be met diplomatically by the State of Israel when presented 
by the sober and friendly American Jewish Committee. 

But another source of controversy in regard to the scope of Israel's 
sovereignty arose essentially from within the Zionist movement, from 
its own ideas and institutions. A debate began concerning the relations 
of the state, once established, to the Diaspora community and es¬ 
pecially to the Zionist Organization, which had hitherto embodied 
the will of the Jewish people to determine its own destiny. A fanatical 
view, popularly called Canaanitism, denied any relation whatever of 
the Jewish community in the State of Israel to Jews in the Diaspora 
or to Judaism. This was a logical outgrowth and, one may say, a 
reductio ad absurdum of the Zionist thesis that the Jewish state 
would solve the Jewish problem by a mass transfer of Jews, “liquidat¬ 
ing” the community in Exile. While this attitude, too, was placed 
beyond the pale of the Jewish consensus, the underlying Zionist 
thesis from which it was derived was shared, in a more balanced 
version, by leading Israelis and, in fact, by the consensus of Israeli 
opinion. 6 The opinion of Diaspora Zionists and particularly of Ameri¬ 
can Zionists, on the other hand, favored setting up new, clear and 
enduring relations between the Zionist Organization and the State. 
The difference between these approaches raised problems in regard 
to the meaning and effects of Israel's sovereignty. 

In the short period since Israel's foundation, the State has, accord¬ 
ingly, been compelled to concern itself with conflicting views concern¬ 
ing the significance of its sovereignty. Some of the issues that arose 
were, perhaps, more verbal than real and were resolved by little more 
that formulas; but others seem to have had a more substantial effect 
upon the ways in which Israel's sovereignty has actually been 
realized. 


i 

Throughout the history of the opposition to Zionism among West¬ 
ern Jews, anti-Zionists had left themselves loopholes for becoming 
reconciled to the existence of the Jewish state, if they should not 
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succeed in shaping history so that its emergence might be avoided. 
After all, the ethnic character of Jewish history in the past was so 
clear that only heedless fanatics could deny or disavow it totally, 
however much one might desire that Jewish history take a different 
course in the future. 7 In the same way, "reasonable” Western anti¬ 
nationalists — that is, anti-nationalists sensitive to the moods of the 
Jewish consensus — could not refuse to support the demands of their 
own contemporaries for “national minority rights,” or even for a Jewish 
state, if they seemed indispensable for Jewish communities in a dif¬ 
ferent situation from their own. Even before the pattern of coopera¬ 
tion with Zionists in the Jewish Agency had been worked out, British 
and French anti-Zionists, as we have seen, had rather grudgingly 
conceded that a Jewish restoration in Palestine need not necessarily 
have the dire consequences they feared. This clearly implied that if 
the creation of a Jewish state could not be avoided, these opponents 
would find a way to put up with it. The American Jewish Committee’s 
cooperation with Zionism in the final stages of the political battle 
for a Jewish state certainly does not deserve to be called grudging. 
But on the morrow of Israel’s rise they found themselves very much 
concerned about the effects of the new state upon their own com¬ 
munity, and began at once to seek assurances on this point. 8 

To have significant effects upon the Diaspora was, of course, 
precisely the purpose for which Zionism had sought to .establish 
Jewish sovereignty in Israel. Zionist theories of different types post¬ 
ulated a variety of such effects. 9 Of these, not all proved to be actual, 
and not all those actually confirmed by events were of the kind 
against which a body like the American Jewish Committee would 
wish to obtain assurances, or the State of Israel be likely to give them. 

In Zionist theory, the mere existence of the Jewish state, or else 
the achievement of the highest level of social and cultural excellence 
that its existence made possible, would serve to solve certain aspects 
of the Jewish problem. Anti-Semitism, it was believed, was a kind of 
ghost-fear aroused among the Gentiles by the anomalous survival of 
the Jews in conditions of dispersion which had caused all other 
nations to die a natural death. The same cause which called forth 
anti-Semitism among the Gentiles produced self-hatred and inferiority 
complexes among Jews who thought themselves emancipated. Both 
types of malady would be cured by the very existence of the Jewish 
state, for then Jewish national survival would no longer be an anomaly, 
but a normal historical process which would cause no morbid anxieties. 
Thus the psychological aspects of the “problem of the Jews” would be 
solved. 10 So, too, by making possible the social and cultural develop- 
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ment of the Jewish national genius to the highest pitch of its capa¬ 
cities, the state would eventually provide a solution for crucial aspects 
of the “problem of Judaism.” For in dispersion among the Gentiles, 
Jewish cultural individuality could be maintained only by a kind of 
rigid separatism which caused it to lose its attraction for minds opened 
to modern Western thought and expression. After a normal, inde¬ 
pendent, socially and economically self-subsistent Jewish community 
was created in Palestine, its revival and realization of Jewish ideals 
would create forms of culture that would appeal to Jews throughout 
the world as expressing their own highest and inmost tendencies. 11 

Ideological non-Zionists, unless obsessed with antagonism to Israel, 
had no reason to object to such effects of the Jewish state, if they 
were shown to exist. On the other hand, the anti-Zionists had always 
assumed that a Jewish state would have quite different collateral 
effects, and, specifically, would increase rather than decrease the 
danger of anti-Semitism. The non-Zionists, accordingly, were par¬ 
ticularly concerned with ascertaining what, in fact, was the effect of 
Israel's creation. 

The evidence was mixed. Inquiries conducted by the American 
Jewish Committee after the establishment of Israel were reassuring 
as to the psychological effect of the new independence and militancy 
of the Jews, for, after acts of terrorism and reprisal by Israelis, the 
opinion of Jews and Gentiles alike in America continued favorable 
to the State of Israel. 12 The non-Zionists themselves had long appre¬ 
ciated the “public relations” value of the Zionist society in Palestine, 
based on a solid core of Jewish farmers and workers: it gave the lie 
to the anti-Semitic image of the Jew as a congenital middleman, a 
people made up of Fagins and Shylocks. And a Western non-Zionist 
could hardly fail to be as moved as the Zionists when the startling 
demonstrations of enthusiasm for Israel by Soviet Jewry proved that 
the restoration of Jewish sovereignty had revived what many had 
thought to be virtually a dead branch of the Jewish people. 13 As for 
the cultivation of social idealism and cultural excellence, the non- 
Zionists had regarded this as the special ideological basis of their 
own interest in Palestine. 14 

On the other hand there was evidence that hostility to the Jews, 
whether in Israel or in Diaspora countries, had risen sharply or 
threatened to rise precisely because of the establishment of the state. 
The chronic difficulties under which the Jews had labored in Moslem 
countries and, in different forms, in the Soviet zone were made acute 
and critical by the creation of Israel and its involvement in interna¬ 
tional politics. Not only were Jews in those lands subjected to new 
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and sharper oppression because of the anti-Zionist and anti-Israel 
policies of their governments, but the campaign against Israel revived 
familiar, anti-Semitic motifs and — in the case of the Arabs, at least 
— was backed by a world-wide anti-Jewish campaign in which the 
international fraternity of anti-Semites were active partners. 15 

The pairing of anti-Semitism with anti-Zionism was nothing new, 
of course. It is worth noting that the classic “document” of modern 
anti-Semitism, the “Protocols of the Elders of Zion,” purported to be 
the records of secret meetings held in Basle on the occasion of the 
First Zionist Congress in that city. But when the creation of Israel 
brought Zionism into active conflict with British policy, or when, 
after its creation, Israel came into lesser collision with American 
policy, the impetus this gave to anti-Semitic agitation in those lands 
was a much more serious matter. The non-Zionist bogey of dual 
loyalties became a tangible menace. Not only was the loyalty of Jews 
who supported Israel questioned by people who openly declared 
themselves anti-Semites, as might have been expected. Christian 
friends of Arab nationalism and critics of Israel who repudiated the 
name of anti-Semite did not hesitate to predict that Jewish support 
of Israel could cause the American people to become more actively 
anti-Semitic. 16 

This was a threat to which non-Zionists must have been especially 
sensitive, for it was one of the very arguments with which they had 
opposed the Balfour Declaration, the Biltmore program, and the par¬ 
tition of Palestine. Yet, after the rise of Israel, non-Zionists disregarded 
the threat and rejected the argument, on the grounds of a well-defined 
principle. They, too, like the Zionists before them, stood by their 
right as free citizens in a democratic land to differ with policies of 
the government in power, including its foreign policies. 17 Holding 
to this principle, they could not accept the implication that, because 
of their natural and legitimate sympathy with Israel as Jews, they 
must disqualify themselves as American citizens from any legitimate 
political activity involving the interests of Israel. Nor, as self-respect¬ 
ing Jews, could they bow to the threat that such activity on their part 
would cause a greater number of Americans to become actively anti- 
Semitic and anti-Semitism to assume more drastic forms. Neither 
the argument nor the threat could be effective once the non-Zionists 
had accepted as legitimate the natural Jewish sympathy for the Jewish 
state. If such a body as the American Jewish Committee were to 
concede, as a general principle, that it had no right to pursue poli¬ 
tical activities in any case where its sympathies with Jewish interests 
were involved, or if it were to submit to threats that such activities 
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would stimulate the growth or intensification of anti-Semitism, then 
consistency would require it to disband altogether. For the raison 
d'etre of the Committee was the defense of Jewish rights, both in the 
United States and throughout the world. 

Two logically separable attitudes, however, were required in order 
to take this position. It involved not only tacit recognition by the 
American Jewish Committee that the State of Israel was a legitimate 
fact, but also the conviction that the natural sympathy of the Diaspora 
Jews for Israel, shared by the Committee itself, was equally legitimate. 
The fringe organization of anti-Zionists, the American Council for 
Judaism, did not contest the legitimacy of the State of Israel, after it 
was established, as did the Natorei Karta in Jerusalem. But theirs 
continued to be an anti-Zionist rather than a non-Zionist attitude, 
because they took the position that it was not legitimate at all for 
the Jewish community in America to manifest a sympathetic interest 
in the State of Israel. They distinguished sharply between the State 
of Israel and the Jewish religious community in Israel, and would only 
recognize a natural interest in the latter to be proper for American 
Jews. 18 Taking this view, they themselves imputed a taint of disloyalty 
to Jews who expressed their natural sympathy for the Jewish state 
through political channels; though, to be sure, when placed on the 
defensive by the indignant Jewish consensus, they guarded these 
charges with a wall of technicalities. So, too, they argued that Ameri¬ 
can Jewish support for Israel would make America more actively and 
more extensively anti-Semitic, and by their example encouraged 
Christian anti-Zionists to employ this threat; while, on the other 
hand, in defense against the indignant Jewish consensus, they urged 
Arab and Christian anti-Zionist propagandists in America to keep 
within the bounds of a professedly non-anti-Semitic campaign. 19 

Despite these sharp differences between the attitudes of non- 
Zionists and anti-Zionists to Israel, their ideological premises were 
identical. They differed, however, in one vital mythic element: the 
non-Zionists accepted a natural Jewish sympathy for the Jewish state 
as proper and hence were able to share it within limits determined 
by their ideological premises; while the anti-Zionist fringe denied 
its legitimacy and did not share it at all. Hence, the non-Zionists 
remained within the general Jewish consensus, while the anti-Zionists 
placed themselves outside it. 

At the same time, in order to maintain their complex position 
with conviction and persuasiveness, the non-Zionists needed some 
token that their assumptions were valid. The limits within which they 
were prepared to accept Jewish sympathy for Israel as being legitimate 
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as well as natural bore upon the question of dual loyalties. They were 
prepared to defend a spontaneous, free sympathy of Jews with the 
Jewish state as legitimate. But the charge of dual loyalties implied 
something quite different: that Jews in the Diaspora supported Israel 
under a kind of obligatory attachment amounting to political alle¬ 
giance. The American Jewish Committee not only denied this on 
its own behalf and on behalf of the whole community of American 
Jews, but desired to have the denial certified by the Israeli govern¬ 
ment. 

The Western non-Zionists were not alone in this desire, for Dia¬ 
spora Zionists were equally eager to make the matter quite clear. 
Zionist organizations themselves issued statements declaring that Jews 
in the Diaspora had only one political allegiance, their allegiance to 
the countries of their citizenship, while Israel claimed the political 
allegiance only of its own citizens. 20 The State of Israel, too, had its 
own good reasons for making a sharp and formal distinction between 
its relation to its own citizens and to the Jews of the Diaspora, and 
it stressed that only Israelis enjoyed the rights and were subject to 
the obligations of citizenship in the Jewish state. 21 But the American 
non-Zionists, anxious to hammer the point home, made a number of 
trips to Israel in order to secure additional, specific and formal avowals 
that the Jewish state ‘represents” only its own citizens and that it 
neither “represents” nor “speaks on behalf of” Jews of any other 
country. 22 

Such statements merely formulated what was necessarily implied 
in the establishment of the Jewish state within its political boundaries, 
and what was well understood in the case of any other state, Even 
though the statements that were made implied no restriction or 
qualification of the area of sovereignty logically involved in the very 
act of creating the State of Israel, the stress laid on this matter by all 
ideological groups within the Jewish consensus is easy to understand 
historically. 

If the creation of Israel did, indeed, provide psychological solu¬ 
tions for certain aspects of the problem of the Jews, and if the develop¬ 
ment of a free and elevated Jewish culture and social ethic in Israel 
would, indeed, solve crucial aspects of the problem of Judaism, such 
effects must flow from the very being and character of the Jewish 
state. No government policy was needed or could help Israel to 
liquidate the ghost-fear and the inferiority complexes that were 
assumed to result from the anomalous condition of the Jews before 
the Jewish state arose; and, on the other hand, no policy Israel could 
adopt, short of abolishing itself, could prevent it from having the 
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supposed effect, if the theory were true. So, too, if Israel were to make 
a deliberate effort to develop a high order and authentic style of 
Jewish culture in order, by this means, to maintain Judaism in the 
Diaspora, such a procedure could only defeat both purposes. Elevation 
and individuality in a culture, if they can be deliberately fostered 
as the ends of policy at all, are unquestionably ends in themselves, 
not means to ulterior ends. A policy designed to produce a high 
culture packaged for export would only turn out an adulterated 
product that could have no more than a superficial effect upon the 
Jewish community abroad. On the other hand, if it is true that Jewish 
culture possesses basic values which appeal intimately to all who 
have been significantly formed by its tradition, then vital and authentic 
expressions of these values, realized in full freedom, would have a 
mythic force that would evoke a response wherever Jews could par¬ 
ticipate in them, whether directly or vicariously. If Israel created such 
values by a genuine dedication, no other policies that it adopted, 
short of cutting off communication, could prevent it from having this 
effect on the Diaspora. 

The only way in which opponents could reject such Israelian 
influence, in principle, would be to deny or destroy its legitimate 
position in relation to world Jewry, or, at any rate, to withdraw 
themselves entirely from any consensual communication with it. These 
ways were open only to fringe groups of anti-Zionists who were ready 
to exclude themselves from the consensus of the Jewish community as 
a whole. Non-Zionists who were effectively within the community 
could not reject such effects and influences of Israel upon the com¬ 
munity at large or, according to the form and degree of their participa¬ 
tion in the general consensus, upon themselves. 

However, besides the effects inherently connected with Israel's 
very existence and free self-expression in culture, Zionist theory 
had forecast other effects of the Jewish state upon the Jews in the 
Diaspora which depended upon specific activities that the state might 
deliberately plan and execute. Opponents of Zionism, for their part, 
had been concerned not only about the harmful effects which the 
very existence or the essential character of a Jewish state might have 
upon the Jewish position in the Diaspora. They were also concerned 
with the effects of particular policies that the State of Israel might 
be expected to adopt. On these questions, too, there were negotiations 
between non-Zionists and the State of Israel, which bore in some 
respects upon the question of Israel's sovereignty. 

Zionist theory had anticipated that the Jewish state could help 
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solve the Jewish problem by adopting suitable policies in at least 
three fields: by organizing the transfer to its territory of all Jews 
who could not or would not remain in the Diaspora; by using the 
diplomatic and political channels open to a state, in defense of the 
rights of Jews remaining in the Diaspora; and by giving assistance 
to the Jewish and Hebrew education of Jews in the Diaspora in 
preparation for their transfer to Israel, or for maintaining the con¬ 
tinuity of Jewish culture in the Diaspora. 23 Opponents of Zionism, on 
the other hand, had feared that the policies the Jewish state might 
adopt in these very fields would have damaging effects upon the 
Diaspora. 

The American Jewish Committee, therefore, as a friend and an 
interested party likely to be affected by Israel’s decisions, did not 
hesitate to suggest lines of policy and seek formal assurances on 
these matters. There was, of course, a significant distinction between 
subjects on which the Committee felt it could properly do no more 
than venture a suggestion and those on which it felt entitled to expect 
formal assurances. The latter were issues in which Israelian policies 
directly applied to the Jews of other countries; and the Committee 
was anxious to make it clear, at any rate, that no grounds would be 
given for hostile interpretation of such policies as an extension of 
Israel’s sovereignty to the Diaspora. Thus the Committee sought and 
obtained formal assurances that, whatever Israel might do through 
channels open to it as a sovereign state in order to protect Jewish 
rights abroad, it did not act with any authority “on behalf of” the 
Diaspora; 24 and whatever special status might be conferred on the 
Jewish Agency, or the Zionist Organization, for conducting its work 
in Israel, it did not signify a recognition of that body as the authorized 
representative of the Jewish people, or of Diaspora Jewry, considered 
as an integral unit with a kind of sovereign will of its own. 25 This 
assurance, by the way, denied to the Jewish Agency a status which 
it had enjoyed with general, though sometimes tacit, consent under 
the Mandate for Palestine. 

Even if it were clear beyond question that an Israelian policy 
applied only to its own territory and citizens and thus represented 
an exercise of sovereignty strictly confined to the normal jurisdiction 
of any similar country, the Committee still felt obliged to suggest 
that such policies be framed with consideration for the Diaspora 
Jews who might be indirectly affected by it. But here the Committee 
acted in a different capacity and spirit. The Committee felt entitled 
only to offer suggestions for inclusion in the projected constitution 
of Israel; to raise questions concerning the marriage and the nationality 
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laws of Israel; and to argue for liberality in the general Arab policy 
of Israel. 26 In all these matters Israel's policy was likely to have an 
indirect effect on Diaspora Jews. It might make some citizens of other 
countries living in Palestine become at the same time citizens of 
Israel; and it gave all Jews in the Diaspora the right to come to Israel 
and become citizens there. Even Israel's policies which affected 
Diaspora Jews still less directly— for example, its Arab policy —were 
of potential concern to them, for Israel's treatment of its minorities 
could reflect on Jewish demands for equality in countries where Jews 
were a minority. But these were matters so clearly within Israel's 
unquestioned jurisdiction that an ideological non-Zionist body like 
the Committee, anxious to keep absolutely clear the line between 
the sovereign Jewish state and the consensual Jewish community, 
could not present its proposals in the form of legitimate demands. 
And it could expect no more from the Jewish state than to listen 
sympathetically to its suggestions. 

When Israel was founded, ideological non-Zionism was no longer 
the only important expression of Jewish opinion, outside Zionism, 
that the Jewish state had to take into account in its relations with 
the Diaspora. Jewish agencies and organizations which had no occa¬ 
sion, because of their restricted purposes, to formulate a position on 
the issues between Zionists and non-Zionists, or which deliberately 
refrained from doing so because they comprised a membership in¬ 
cluding adherents of both views, found themselves interested in and 
affected by the policies adopted by the Jewish state. Such organiza¬ 
tions did not hesitate to seek institutionalized channels for controlling 
the influence of Israel upon the Diaspora and the Diaspora upon 
Israel. The general statements issued by all sides stressing that only 
Israelis enjoyed the rights and bore the obligations of citizenship in 
Israel were not interpreted by these groups as meaning that the 
claims of the Diaspora upon Israel, or of Israel upon the Diaspora, 
had no element of obligation in them. On the contrary, the attempts 
to organize and channel these reciprocal influences implied a convic¬ 
tion that the claims of each upon the other could be legitimate de¬ 
mands and not merely justified requests. 

One would have to dig deep, to be sure, in order to find any 
implication remotely ideological in the new relationship with Israel 
of Jewish philanthropic agencies outside the Jewish Agency. Such 
organizations as the JDC, HIAS, or ORT, who had been concerned 
with relief and rehabilitation, assistance to emigrants, vocational 
training and other welfare activities in emergencies affecting Jewish 
communities throughout the world, found that one of the most im- 
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portant areas for their postwar work was the massive stream of 
immigration to Israel. 27 The fact that they were now able to conduct 
Jewish philanthropic activities by agreement with a Jewish govern¬ 
ment instead of by arrangement with non-Jewish governments altered 
the nature of the relationship in no respect, either legally or in prin¬ 
ciple; but it undoubtedly gave it the backing of a consensus instead 
of merely a contract. Other Jewish agencies and organizations, such 
as the lay and rabbinical associations of the three Jewish denomina¬ 
tions, were concerned not with overseas aid but with the welfare 
of the Diaspora communities at home. They, too, discovered that the 
restoration of Jewish sovereignty in Israel — and, on the other hand, 
the drastic change in the global Jewish situation after World War II 
— significantly affected the conditions of their own work, presenting 
altogether new perspectives. They then took up the problem of in¬ 
stituting a stable pattern that would control the relationship between 
Israel and the Diaspora in pertinent ways. Thereby they opened up 
questions of appreciable ideological import. 

n 

The direct and indirect influence of Eastern European Jewry had 
powerfully affected the orientation of many other Diaspora commu¬ 
nities towards their own problems in the prewar period. Its destruc¬ 
tion created a divide in Jewish history of such crucial significance 
that all landmarks had to be shifted. 28 This was the effect upon those 
large communities, now the major part of all Jewry, which were 
mainly the offshoots of the Eastern European Diaspora — the Jews 
of the United States, of the British Commonwealth, and of Latin 
America. It was true in an even more significant way of the shattered 
communities in Western Europe now augmented by a refugee mass 
left by the ebb of Nazi oppression. To a greater or lesser extent, these 
groups of Jews had been increasingly made up, even before the war, 
of men and women who were recent immigrants from Eastern Europe, 
and whose patterns of thought were formed by the situation and 
attitudes of the Eastern European Diaspora. The disappearance of 
Eastern European Jewry as a living force and a frame of reference 
threw them abruptly upon their own resources. It forced them to 
try charting their historic course toward the future by the unusual 
method of analyzing the immediate situation and determining its 
needs in its own terms, without reference to the past. 

The genocide of Eastern European Jewry built up a massed force 
of Jewish revulsion and humiliation throughout the Diaspora for 
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which Zionism offered some positive emotional outlet. The support in 
Jewish communities for the struggle to establish the State of Israel 
and defend it against overwhelming attack was so wide and deep 
because it was the only remotely adequate, available reply to a vicious 
challenge which had compelled European Jewry to die helplessly and 
other Jews to stand helplessly by. Subjectively, then, the Zionist 
undertaking had profound meaning for all Jews, whether they had 
been Zionists before or not. Zionism claimed also to be an objectively 
relevant solution for the Jewish problem, a claim which became of 
immediate significance when the state was founded and opened its 
gates to all Jews. But in making this offer, the Jewish state became 
objectively irrelevant from the point of view of the very groups in 
the West who, as immigrants from Eastern Europe or as Western 
Zionists identifying with the Eastern European consensus, had ac¬ 
cepted the Zionist myth and ideology. 

The basis for Western Zionism had been the assumption that the 
situation of Eastern Europe was the authentic situation of contem¬ 
porary Jews. What had happened under Hitler left no question, in 
the consensus of Jewish opinion, that for the survivors of Eastern 
and Central European Jewry transfer to Israel was the only safe and 
effective solution of the Jewish problem. Nor was there any significant 
ideological difference over the need to remove Jews en masse , to the 
extent possible, from Arab and Moslem lands or the Soviet zone, 
where the aftermath of the war left critical dangers for the com¬ 
munity; even though there were differences over tactical questions 
and particular diagnoses. 29 The major situation about which ideo¬ 
logical controversy was still possible remained that of the Jews in the 
free, Western countries themselves. 

For Western Jews, mass transfer to Israel seemed an objectively 
unreasonable idea, considered as a solution for their particular 
problem. 30 Theirs was not “the problem of the Jews” in that drastic 
form of acute oppression from which only evacuation could provide 
escape; in fact, they did not feel particularly oppressed at all. Their 
immediate problem, it was now realized all the more sharply, was 
“the problem of Judaism.” The disappearance of Eastern European 
Jewry threw that problem in high relief; and the restoration of Jewish 
sovereignty in Israel was now seen to have a new, critical significance 
for its solution, precisely because of the destruction of the Eastern 
European Diaspora. 

As long as the solid core of Eastern European Jews maintained 
its own way of life and, by the unceasing flow of emigration, trans¬ 
planted its values and attitudes to the large Western communities, 
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there seemed to be a reasonable prospect that the problem of Judaism 
could be “contained,” if not solved, in terms of the probable develop¬ 
ment of the community. Even in the East, of course, the strict religious 
tradition of Judaism was no longer universally accepted, but the 
cultivation of a secular Jewish culture in Yiddish and Hebrew took 
place within an eflFective consensus and seemed to foster its continued 
growth. The Reform and Conservative deviations from Orthodox 
tradition and the dominance of European languages and non-Jewish 
schooling in Western countries did not seem to carry enough cen¬ 
trifugal force to overcome the nuclear attraction of the massive Jewish 
ethnic community of Eastern Europe. 

With the destruction of Eastern European Jewry, the nuclear 
center was destroyed and Western Jews lost the comforting sense of 
maintaining an orbit around it. Western denominationalism and 
adaptation to the languages and cultures of diverse European tradi¬ 
tions no longer were mere deviations from a central tendency deter¬ 
mined by a solid Jewish ethnic tradition. Instead, each such force 
threatened to become a governing principle determining by itself the 
direction in which Jewish communities would be impelled. In that 
case, Latin American Jewish communities, with very little left of 
Jewish religious tradition and with Spanish beginning to replace 
Yiddish as their language of discourse, could conceivably be drawn 
completely out of contact with the Jews of the United States, who 
defined themselves as a tridenominational religious community and 
understood each other in English. Similar reflections were in order 
about the divergencies between the various European and African 
Diaspora communities where the problem of Judaism had also to be 
faced. The problem was all the more acute in a generation that had 
undergone the trauma of the Hitler era, for such men could not 
escape the sense that Jewish unity was the only resource upon which 
Jews could safely rely in the face of the always possible ultimate 
threat. 

The problem was felt most sharply by persons and agencies 
engaged in Jewish education in the Diaspora communities. The 
solution which most frequently commended itself to them was to 
seek in Israel a new center that could exert the centripetal attraction 
once supplied by Eastern Europe. In countries like Argentina and 
Brazil, or France and Belgium, where Eastern European immigration 
was recent enough to maintain the tradition of Jewish ethnic unity 
and secular culture, the direct aid of the Israelian government or of 
Israelian teachers was welcomed. 31 In the United States, on the other 
hand, a generation had passed without substantial immigration, and 
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religious affiliation was the accepted public face of Jewishness. More¬ 
over Jewish education had already developed in established channels 
of its own. Consequently, it was preferred to build “cultural bridges” 
to Israel from the other direction. Plans were made to encourage, 
or even require, rabbis and Hebrew teachers to obtain part of their 
training in Israel, and to organize visits, tours, and pilgrimages to 
Israel by American Jews, particularly the young. 32 The educational 
leaders in the Western Jewish communities, in other words, not only 
appreciated a need but recognized an obligation for themselves and 
their communities to share to some degree in the developing culture 
of Israel and maintain a consensus with it. 

Even more significant, perhaps, was the conviction of Western 
Jews that Israel must recognize an obligation upon itself to maintain 
a consensus with the Diaspora, and to develop such a culture as could 
be expected to appeal to all Jews. This was more than a pious formula, 
for the kind of demand Western Jewish groups made upon Israel in 
this regard implied a quasi-constitutional restriction upon the exercise 
of Israel's authority in questions of cultural policy. 

These demands were made not only by Diaspora Zionists but by 
nominally non-Zionist organizations as well. They were made most 
significantly by religious groupings, whether Orthodox, Conservative, 
of Reform. 

The rise of the State of Israel did not quiet the qualms of Orthodox 
Jews which, in the extreme case of the Natorei Karta, resulted in a 
denial of its legitimacy. However, ever since the proposal of partition 
in 1937, Agudat Israel had known that a Jewish state might well be 
established without regard to its wishes, and begun to think that it 
might have to accord it “de facto” if not “de jure” recognition. When 
this actually occurred they had negotiated an agreement to establish 
a united religious front with Mizrachi, based on the kind of policy 
which the latter had adopted within the Zionist Organization and 
Jewish Agency, and which Agudat Israel hitherto had rejected as a 
basis for joining those organizations. They undertook to accept, as 
a minimum, provisions for the full exercise of traditional requirements 
in questions of personal status, in groups and localities dominated 
by the Orthodox, and in all public facilities which the Orthodox Jews 
were entitled to use — in order to be able to fight, through the 
political institutions of the Jewish state, for the full domination of 
traditional Jewish law in all of Israel, as a maximum objective. 33 

This change of attitude led the Agudat Israel not only to accept 
the Jewish state but to join the governmental coalition, which cer- 
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tainly implied de jure as well as de facto recognition of the state. 
Yet, even then, it was a recognition subject to certain reservations. 
The Orthodox parties continued to regard Jewish tradition as a 
constitution which Israel must ultimately be brought to respect in 
full. Existing law not subject to the rule of the Torah was accepted 
under a kind of general protest, without prejudice to legitimist claims. 
But not only in Israel did Orthodoxy feel entitled to take such a posi¬ 
tion. Orthodox groups in the Diaspora, too, felt they had a right to 
protest vigorously whenever some policy of the Jewish state violated 
what they regarded as the legitimate constitution of Israel, the same 
code which they recognized as the divinely instituted law of their 
life as Jews in the Diaspora. Moreover, this attitude was taken not 
only by the Diaspora sister parties of the Israelian Mizrachi and 
Agudat Israel, but also by Orthodox organizations without affiliates 
in Israel, such as the various associations of Orthodox rabbis and 
Young Israel, an American organization of Orthodox laymen. 34 

It may be said, as a general statement, that all of Orthodox Jewry, 
whether Zionist or anti-Zionist before the rise of Israel, or officially 
Zionist or non-Zionist today, feels itself intimately affected by the 
character of Israel, as determined by its policies. Not only respect 
for the learning of Israel’s rabbis, but the existence of a compact 
community able to apply Jewish law more fully and freely than in 
the Diaspora, make some Western Orthodox Jews hopeful that new 
religious rulings and examples may emerge there which might help 
them maintain a traditional way of life in the Diaspora. 35 But the 
obverse side of this relationship is that violation of Orthodox demands 
in Israel directly concerns the Diaspora, too; and no Orthodox organ¬ 
ization has ideological scruples in exerting whatever pressure it can, 
within conscience, to influence the policies Israel may follow in such 
matters. 

The Reform and Conservative denominations of American Jewry 
are concerned with the policies of Israel in certain respects hardly 
less intimately than are the Orthodox. Their attitude is a more com¬ 
plicated one and, as some of the assumptions upon which it rests 
have scarcely been formulated, they must be derived from implica¬ 
tions. 

Nothing would seem less in need of explanation than the dislike 
of the Conservative and Reform denominations of American Jewry 
for the legal arrangements that gave Orthodoxy a monopoly of Jewish 
religious authority, under government sanction, in Israel. At the same 
time, the recognition by Israel of the jurisdiction of the Orthodox 
rabbinical courts in marriages, divorces, and other questions of the 
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personal status of members of the Jewish community in Israel intro¬ 
duced nothing radically new. More or less the same legal position, 
based on Ottoman precedents, already existed under the Mandate, 36 
and it aroused no great opposition until it was sanctioned by the 
Jewish state. The new seriousness with which this matter was regarded 
by non-Orthodox denominations is a consequence of the new situation 
in which Western, particularly American, Jewry found itself after 
World War II. 

Those who until then had thought that the Jewish problem was 
most authentically understood in terms of the situation of Eastern 
Europe, now were compelled to analyze their own situation, as we 
have seen, and to consider their own particular problem. The situa¬ 
tion of Western Jews — or, at any rate, of the major community in the 
West, American Jewry, which lived under a constitutional system of 
strict separation of church and state and was, after a whole generation 
without immigrants from the East, becoming increasingly a community 
of native-born Americans — was one in which religious rather than 
ethnic identification was favored as the formal principle of Jewish 
cohesion. 37 But precisely this fact raised, as a critical question, the 
problem of Judaism. 

The very rise of Israel made quite untenable any belief that, by 
sloughing off ethnic elements of Jewish identification and proclaiming 
religious faith to be the bond that defined a Jew, one would have 
brought Judaism into harmony with contemporary conditions and 
solved the Jewish problem. The most impressive single feature of the 
contemporary situation of world Jewry outside America was the State 
of Israel. There, Jewishness was largely ethnic; while the Jewish 
religious tradition, if not ignored, was accepted only in the Orthodox 
form. American Jewry, on the other hand, not only defined itself as 
a religious community but was chiefly Conservative and Reform in 
its composition. If American Jews had made a rigid ideological 
principle of defining Jews by religious affiliation and denying their 
ethnic ties (instead of defining Jews publicly by religion and letting 
their ethnic bond be tacitly understood), it might have precipitated 
a series of public clashes on religious issues that could easily make 
the problem insoluble. 38 

It had never been characteristic of America to make an ideological 
fetish of the pro forma definition of the Jews as a religion and thus 
undermine the ethnic qualities of their cohesion. 39 But even in 
European countries where this did happen, there were unavoidable 
ethnic implications (arising ultimately from the fateful fact that 
Judaism never effectively converted other peoples than the Jews) 40 
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in the very ideology which denied that the Jews were a national 
entity. This thesis was most likely to be defended by protagonists of 
the Reform, or sometimes the Conservative, variety of Judaism, which 
departed from the strict tradition. They sought warrant for their 
deviations from Orthodoxy in a historical definition of Judaism. 
Pharisaism, in its time, they said, had freed Judaism from rigid 
adherence to petrified codes by insisting on the validity of continuous 
interpretation. Theorists of Reform Judaism, and later of Conser¬ 
vatism, claimed to be true followers of the Pharisees when they 
reinterpreted or revised the findings of Orthodox tradition in accord¬ 
ance with the new historical conditions. 41 

But an appeal to history implies the acceptance of a concrete 
organ through which history voices its judgments; and an appeal to 
Jewish history by a “progressive” movement means reliance on the 
verdict of the contemporary Jewish consensus. In the period before 
the Second World War, the judgment of the Jewish consensus on 
the Reform and Conservative claims to be valid Jewish beliefs was 
never made an urgent issue. In spite of ideological controversy over 
these questions, Reform, Conservative, and Orthodox beliefs and 
practices dwelt together in some sort of mutual toleration made 
possible by the ethnic elements of the Jewish consensus. But after 
the war, American Jewry, plunged into denominational polemics at 
home because of its own heightened religious awareness, 42 awoke to 
the challenge implied in Israel’s exclusive recognition of Orthodoxy. 
By this measure, Israel had, in effect, formally denied the validity 
of Reform and Conservatism as Jewish religious expressions. Relying 
as they did on history as an organ of religious revelation, Reform and 
Conservative Judaism necessarily had to appeal against the verdict 
which the Israel government seemed to be making on behalf of the 
global Jewish consensus, of which Israelian Jewry was so significant 
a voice. 

But it was not the Israelian government alone which had im¬ 
plicitly rendered a historic verdict invalidating Reform and Con¬ 
servatism. The same verdict was given by the Israelian Jewish 
community, which tacitly recognized Orthodoxy as the only genuine 
expression of Judaism. Reform and Conservatism not only were with¬ 
out legal status in Israel, they were also virtually without adherents. 
This was, in a way, a far more serious matter for the American 
denominations than the legal monopoly granted to the Orthodox. For 
while their doctrine held that changes in religious belief and practice 
in response to historic situations were valid, it also held that they 
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were valid because — and, hence, insofar as — history served as an 
organ of revelation. That is to say, it was necessary to distinguish 
between trivialities and fads of transient circumstance and new uni¬ 
versal insights which were occasioned by historic changes. Changes 
by Conservatism or Reform in religious belief and practice, although 
made in response to the evident demand of history, nevertheless 
claimed universal validity no less than did the Orthodox doctrines, 
attributed to a single exclusive revelation. Such a claim to universal 
validity demands general recognition. No religious movement of any 
depth and sincerity could rest satisfied with the recognition of its 
validity by so narrowly confined, so provincial an organ of historic 
revelation as the American Jewish community alone; nor could any 
belief claim universal significance, if it merely expressed the very 
special and obviously impermanent demands of the midtwentieth 
century in North America. The least that such a Jewish movement 
could demand of itself would be the acceptance of its validity by 
some Jews in all communities within the full range of its historic 
context. The fact that two major American Jewish denominations 
remained virtually unrepresented in so significant a community as 
Israel confronted them with a critical challenge to prove themselves. 
That challenge could not be ignored without sapping the confidence 
of Reform and Conservatism in their own validity — a result from 
which the whole of American Jewry, believed by the Reform and 
Conservative leaders to depend increasingly upon themselves, would 
suffer both spiritual and institutional damage. 

Three ways suggested themselves as possible methods for obtain¬ 
ing Israelian recognition for the validity of Reform and Conservatism. 
The first and most direct was to adopt the same approach as the 
Orthodox Jews in the Diaspora and press the claims of non-Orthodoxy 
upon the Israelian government as a matter of legitimate right. To 
some extent, this was the method adopted. Rabbinical investigators, 
sent by the American denominations, vigorously criticized the Ortho¬ 
dox monopoly in Israel as a breach of the principle of freedom of 
worship, which, they argued, was best served, in spirit, by the 
separation of church and state, as in America. 43 

The weaknesses in such a tactic are obvious. The principle of 
separation of church and state is a specifically American principle, 
not a traditional Jewish principle like the dominance of Torah, to 
which the Orthodox legitimists appealed. Freedom of worship, on 
the other hand, seemed to offer more promising grounds, for it is a 
basic legal principle to which Israel is formally committed. 44 But 
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in order to make a legal appeal to this principle with conviction and 
effect, American Reform and Conservatism would have had to rely 
on some significant group in Israel to complain of religious oppression 
because it was unable, for example, to be married or divorced by 
non-Orthodox rabbis. Most Israelis did not regard this as a religious 
grievance. 

The second possible method was, accordingly, to seek to stimulate 
the development of non-Orthodox religious groups in Israel. This 
could be achieved either by the settlement in Israel of American 
Reform and Conservative Jews, dedicated to the establishment of 
their doctrine in the Jewish state, or by the organization of new 
religious groups among Israelis who, having been estranged from 
the strict tradition, sought some way of return to Judaism in a non- 
Orthodox version. Both approaches were recommended and explored 
by American Reform and Conservative leaders, but naturally it was 
the possibility of encouraging non-Orthodox religious stirrings among 
Jews already in Israel which was chiefly considered. In either case, 
this general approach implied an assumption that, although Israel’s 
recognition of the validity of non-Orthodox expressions of Jewish 
religion might be vital for the Diaspora — above all, for America — 
it was, after all, a matter to be determined under Israelian sovereignty, 
and only Israelis could make such demands effectively, or perhaps 
even legitimately, upon their government. 

A third approach, however, was to seek to use or to create institu¬ 
tional channels whereby the Diaspora could make its own demands 
effectively and legitimately upon Israel regarding this matter. This, 
of course, assumed that the religious institutions of the Jewish state 
were not a matter to be considered exclusively within the jurisdiction 
of Israel, but, insofar as they affected Diaspora Jewry, were subject 
to some form of authority to be exercised by all Jews throughout the 
world. The one who advocated such views most articulately was Dr. 
Mordecai M. Kaplan. He proposed that the organizations of Reform 
and Conservative Jews, which already cooperated with the Jewish 
Agency as officially non-Zionist bodies ready to support the existence 
and growth of Israel, should now join the Zionist Organization and 
through its channels seek to advance the acceptance of non-Orthodox 
Judaism in Israel. 45 As for the Zionist Organization itself, he sought 
to reshape it as the vehicle of a world-wide covenant of Jews, both in 
Israel and the Diaspora, in which not only Conservatism and Reform 
and his own Reconstructionist doctrine, but the “secularist” way of 
the life of non-Orthodox Jews in Israel would be given religious 
sanction as valid expressions of Judaism. 46 
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Whether Diaspora Jews could make legitimate demands regarding 
the policies of the Israelian government or whether this remained the 
prerogative of Israelis alone was a question which arose far more 
sharply in the World Zionist Organization itself. Before the Jewish 
state was created, there had already been some ideological differences 
vaguely involving this very point, but there was no reason to formulate 
the implicit oppositions openly. 

The principle that the national home constituted an obligation 
of the mandatary to the Jewish people throughout the world was 
stoutly defended, as we shall see, by all Zionist groups in the face 
of tendencies among the British to restrict the obligation to the Jewish 
community already established in Palestine. On the other hand, the 
growing Zionist settlement in Palestine began to occupy an increas¬ 
ingly important and privileged position in the policy-making of the 
national home. To grant wide autonomy to the worker-settlers in 
determining the social structure and economy of their settlements 
was a natural decision in a project which depended so greatly on 
the pioneering initiative of its front-line forces. 47 It was, perhaps, 
equally natural to adopt the principle of doubling the representation 
granted to Palestinian settlers in comparison with that of most 
Diaspora electors to the Zionist Congress. 48 Thus while the “sover¬ 
eignty” of the Jewish people, as expressed in the Zionist Congress, 
was shared by Jews throughout the world, it was shared in double 
measure by Palestinian Jews. 

This “sovereignty,” of course, was internationally recognized solely 
for the restricted purpose of cooperating with the mandatary in build¬ 
ing the Jewish national home. The privileged position granted to 
Palestinians suggested that, once the national home was built, the 
implied principle of distinction might become a principle of division. 
Instead of a fractional share of sovereignty, Diaspora Jews might be 
granted none, and instead of a privileged share, the Jews in Israel 
might claim the exclusive right of determining the destiny of the 
Jewish state. 

Such a possibility was latent in one of the two lines of reasoning 
which could justify granting a share to Diaspora Jews in determining 
the destiny of the Jewish national home. If the Zionist Organization 
was considered to be composed of those who could not or would 
not assimilate in the Diaspora, then, in voting on matters of national 
home policy, Diaspora Zionists were only helping to determine the 
character of what would one day be their own country. For this 
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reason, their right to a share in the sovereign decisions of the Jewish 
Agency rested on a stronger and more valid claim than that of non- 
Zionists in the Jewish Agency, just as the settlers who already lived 
in Palestine had a greater right to share in such an exercise of sover¬ 
eignty than they. But this implied that, once the Jewish state was 
established, sovereignty in all its decisions — perhaps after a reason¬ 
able period of transition to permit everyone to come there who was 
destined to do so — would rest exclusively with those in the country. 
And, in fact, in the very first Zionist Congress after the establishment 
of the state, the Israeli Zionists strongly argued for a revision of the 
Basle program, still the official program of the Zionist Organization. 
They proposed to replace it with a formula that would make it ob¬ 
ligatory on all Zionists to immigrate to Israel, now that the doors of 
the Jewish state were open to them. 49 This clearly implied that in a 
reasonably limited period all those who were entitled to participate in 
the sovereign decisions of the people returning from Exile would be 
gathered together in Israel; and then instead of the Zionist Organ¬ 
ization s functioning like a kind of Government-in-Exile, sovereignty 
would be exclusively exercised by the Jewish state, in the normal way. 

This line of thought presented no problem when only theories 
were involved, for it implied the assumption that, following the 
establishment of the state, the Jewish communities in the Diaspora 
would disappear by emigration or assimilation. But conditions after 
1948 did not meet the requirements of this theory. Not only did large 
Jewish communities seem likely to persist in the Diaspora after the 
rise of the state. It was an even greater difficulty that Zionists from 
the free West found it quite unreasonable to be expected to go to 
Israel as a duty. The new question arose, whether Zionist ideology 
could permit not only Jewish communities but Zionists to remain in 
the Diaspora, and, if this were possible, what sort of sovereign will 
would be embodied in the Zionist Organization in relation to Israel. 
An alternative doctrine existed, of course, which could justify the 
continued existence of Diaspora communities as well as the continued 
exercise of authority in certain matters in Israel and the Diaspora 
by the Zionist Organization. There had always been a strand of 
doctrine which implied that the Jewish people was a national entity 
whose sovereign will should be exercised not only in seeking to 
establish the Jewish state but in seeking, at least as an immediate 
aim, to secure its survival in the Diaspora as well. On these grounds, 
one could argue that the creation of the State of Israel, or even the 
ultimate completion of the ingathering of exiles, would not end the 
Zionist Organization’s task and its need for authority. For Jewish 
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communities would continue to exist both in Israel and in the 
Diaspora, and a world-wide national organization of Jews would 
have to assume a kind of sovereign responsibility for their survival. 

However, in the generation from the Balfour Declaration to the 
creation of Israel events had taken a course inconvenient for such a 
theory. For, the two major activities capable, in the Zionist view, of 
assuring the survival of a Jewish national entity in the Diaspora had, 
in the interval, been committed to the care of other organizations. The 
defense of the rights of Jewish Diaspora communities was undertaken 
by the World Jewish Congress, in which Zionists who leaned to the 
theory of Diaspora “survivalism” were active leaders. The advance¬ 
ment of Hebrew culture and Jewish education was the concern of 
well-established local and international agencies outside the Zionist 
Organization in which, too, Zionists were active. There was some 
support, to be sure, for the rather vaguely expressed notion (similar 
to the already noted proposals of Mordecai M. Kaplan) that these 
functions, together with the remaining functions of the Zionist Organ¬ 
ization within Israel, should be reorganized under the aegis of a 
single democratically organized body expressing the will to survival 
of the bulk of the Jewish people. 50 But not only did established pat¬ 
terns and vested interests prevent this idea from having much attrac¬ 
tion. Anything reminiscent of Jewish sovereignty, an idea that was 
necessarily examined far more closely after the rise of the Jewish 
state, no longer seemed applicable in reference to a global organiza¬ 
tion of Diaspora Jewry. American Jewry, which had never been able 
to agree on a unified representative agency of its own, began to take 
its situation as the norm of Diaspora Jewishness. From the American 
point of view sovereignty was proper, in a Jewish context, only to 
the State of Israel. A voluntary, contractual, limited relationship 
seemed a more appropriate form of organization for Jewish agencies 
devoted to the interests of Jews in the Diaspora. 

The possibility of formulating a full and defensible ideological 
justification for continuing the Zionist Organization as the authorized 
representative of world Jewry in Palestine even after the rise of 
Israel was thus precluded. Only a few leaders, like Nahum Goldmann, 
were prepared to support some of the ideological theses which this 
might imply. 51 An alternative ideological position, also rejected by 
the Diaspora Zionists, was proposed by the Israelis. While foreseeing 
the absorption of all Jewish sovereignty together with all Jewish 
exiles in Israel, they nonetheless suggested a defensible ideological 
basis for the exercise of a kind of provisional authority by the Zionist 
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Organization. It would be natural to concede such rights to prospec¬ 
tive Israelis, still making their way, for a period of years, to the 
national home. But this theory, too, was impossible for Zionists who 
regarded the Diaspora as their permanent home. Yet, with both con¬ 
ceivable approaches to an ideological justification blocked, the Zionist 
Organization, in actuality, continued to exercise certain quasi-govern- 
mental powers in much the same way that the Jewish Agency had 
done under the Mandate. The fundamental ideological problem could 
be evaded or overlooked; but there was no way to avoid the practical 
problems, and the ideological perplexities they contained. 

The rise of the Jewish state relieved the Jewish Agency of some 
of its most significant functions together with the status inherent 
in them. In the United Nations discussions leading to the 1947 Parti¬ 
tion Resolution, the Agency had reached its peak as a kind of govern- 
ment-in-exile of the Jewish people seeking sovereignty in Palestine. 
It had conducted the crucial political struggle for the Zionist aim as 
the “legally and publicly” recognized representative of a sovereign 
national will. 52 This function and status was taken over by the Jewish 
state. While there continued to be urgent need for supporting the 
cause of the new state in the political emergencies that repeatedly 
beset it, the Zionists in all parts of the world had no recognized 
jurisdiction to act in this field which could distinguish them from 
the non-Zionists in the Jewish community who were also ready to 
extend sympathy and aid. On the other hand, by title and description 
the Zionists were singled out as being especially concerned with 
Israel’s welfare. Consequently, it was natural for the Jewish Agency 
to take the initiative in rallying other Jewish organizations in America 
when a political crisis arose for Israel, even though it might no longer 
feel obliged or empowered to act as the authorized representative of 
the Jewish people in all the political concerns of Israel. 53 

The responsibilities of the Agency in organizing the immigration 
and resettlement of Jews in Palestine, on the other hand, suddenly 
underwent an extraordinary expansion. The rate of immigration and 
settlement far exceeded all previous experience, and so, too, did the 
contributed funds channeled through the Jewish Agency by the 
Diaspora communities. However, the expanded resources of the 
Jewish Agency did not, by far, suffice to provide for the existing needs; 
a major part of the burden fell upon the fiscal capacity of the state 
itself. 54 Moreover, the planned development necessary to absorb the 
great increase of population and eventually make it self-sustaining 
was pursued far more vigorously by the government of Israel than it 
had been by the Mandatory government. Under the Mandate the 
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Jewish Agency had assumed virtually complete responsibility in these 
matters because of the default of the government. Now it became 
necessary to establish a specific form of coordination between the two 
authorities. 

In another field where the conditions after the rise of Israel 
suggested an expansion of activities by the World Zionist Organiza¬ 
tion, the Jewish state for the most part was not a factor. This field 
was the promotion of Jewish education and Hebrew culture in the 
Diaspora. Those Diaspora Zionists who were not ready to accept an 
obligation to go to Israel and who nevertheless insisted that they 
were Zionists had a special ideological interest in this area, for it 
could provide a distinction proving them to be something more than 
the non-Zionist ‘Triends of Israel.” It seemed to be a doctrine par¬ 
ticularly appropriate for Zionists rather than non-Zionists that not 
only abstract religious beliefs but an active social and cultural con¬ 
sensus made Jews one people throughout the world. To preserve and 
foster that consensus by educational and cultural work was a natural 
function that could give ideological definition to the Zionist move¬ 
ment in the Diaspora . 55 The Israelis were equally interested in an 
expansion of Zionist cultural and educational work in the Diaspora, 
and they generally agreed that the Jewish Agency rather than the 
Jewish state must take the lead in this field. For they began to concede 
that, since Jews in the free democracies feared no oppression, only 
deep roots in Jewish culture would impel them to immigrate to Israel, 
where they could give their Jewish values fuller expression. And they 
understood that, with minor exceptions, the Jewish Agency rather 
than the Jewish state was the appropriate instrument for coordinating 
and stimulating efforts to disseminate Jewish values in accordance 
with Zionist objectives . 56 

But, as it turned out, the increased activity of the Jewish Agency 
in promoting Jewish education and Hebrew culture in the Diaspora 
did not take forms that made it possible to claim or advantageously 
exploit the responsibilities and prerogatives of a central authority in 
the Jewish community. The Agency was able to work, with some 
effect, largely by extending to existing bodies responsible for education 
and culture auxiliary services which they welcomed. It gave them 
excellent facilities for contact and communication with the rapidly 
developing Israelian culture and society, helping them to organize 
trips and cultural exchanges. The expanded functions of the Agency 
in this field, far from requiring a status of general authority on behalf 
of the Jewish people, often demanded a disclaimer of such status . 57 
For the educational institutions welcomed the services offered by the 
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Jewish Agency only when they were implied no claim to control 
educational aims and methods. 

Only in one field did the responsibilities of the Jewish Agency 
seem to many Zionists, particularly Diaspora Zionists, to require a 
quasi-sovereign status. Such demands were made on behalf of the 
Jewish Agency in connection with its functions in governing the flow 
of immigration and progress of resettlement in Israel in cooperation 
with the Jewish state. 

The authority retained by the Zionist Organization and its subor¬ 
dinate bodies in Israel is symbolically quite impressive. The Jewish 
National Fund shares under Israelian statute extensive powers to 
preempt and develop abandoned lands in Israel; and the Fund is 
an agency supported by contributions of Jews everywhere and gov¬ 
erned ultimately by the Zionist Organization. 58 The State of Israel, 
moreover, has committed itself to a symbolic entity, the Jewish people 
throughout the world, to admit freely any Jew who wishes to enter 
its gates. 59 This is, of course, a moral rather than a legal commitment, 
for the immigration law quite obviously represents a sovereign deci¬ 
sion of Israel’s legislature; and it establishes a policy of free immigra¬ 
tion, subject to the exclusion of individual Jews, by exception, on 
grounds of endangering public security or public health. Moreover, 
when immigration must be encouraged, as in recent years, by pro¬ 
viding tax relief, job placement, and similar inducements to profes¬ 
sional experts or investors, or to Israeli students remaining abroad, 
government agencies are of course the major controlling factors. But 
the bulk of immigration to Israel came in en masse , as refugees with 
no means of support or immediately required skills. In their case, the 
effective limitation on the number and kind of immigrants was not 
imposed by the Israelian government, which simply allowed free entry. 
The controlling element was the Jewish Agency’s ability or willingness 
to transport and shelter all those who wished to come and the priorities 
and selective principles it adopted to regulate the flow. 

This body of laws and institutional relationships is an emphatic 
demonstration of the extent to which, symbolically at any rate, the 
State of Israel is willing to recognize the Jewish people as possessed 
of a sovereign will to which it is prepared to dedicate its own sover¬ 
eignty in important respects. Whether the recognition is more than 
symbolic depends on the kind of authority exercised by the Zionist 
Organization, the only body that has some pretension to act in Israel 
specifically on behalf of world Jewry — not merely symbolically (as 
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the Jewish state itself may do), but with a certain representative 
power. 

Whatever its limitations, the power structure of the Zionist Organ¬ 
ization is independently constituted. In determining its policies it is 
not in theory subordinate to the Jewish state, however much it may 
depend, in practice, upon the policies independently arrived at by 
the state, with which its own most important functions must be 
coordinated. 

No other testimony to the significant independent power of the 
Zionist Organization is needed than the debate which took place 
after 1948 between Israelian and Diaspora Zionist groups concerning 
the internal structure and electoral procedures of the Organization. 
Apart from the complicated and not entirely consistent ideological 
theses of this debate, it was based on the hard fact that substantial 
political advantages were at stake. Before the destruction of Eastern 
European Jewry, the strength of the various parties in Palestine 
had been roughly paralleled by their strength abroad. The effects of 
the war, however, led to a great increase in the relative strength of 
Western communities within the World Zionist Organization. As a 
result, the dominantly left-of-center Israeli government parties were 
faced by dominantly right-of-center Diaspora Zionist parties in the 
Zionist Organization. 

Consequently, two issues were long and bitterly discussed. The 
major Diaspora Zionist parties strongly argued that the double weight 
granted to Israeli electors as compared with Diaspora electors in the 
Zionist Organization was no longer justified after the rise of the 
Jewish state. The major Israeli parties, however, were long reluctant 
to give up this privileged status, which enabled them to keep the 
same rough parallelism of power relationships between the Israel 
government coalition and the Zionist Executive as had been guaranteed 
by Eastern European votes before the war. 60 

They took the offensive, for their part, by pressing the demand 
that the Zionist movement in the Diaspora be reorganized in such a 
way that it could attract sympathizers not willing to identify them¬ 
selves with one of the existing Zionist parties, linked, as they generally 
were, to sister parties in Israel that were involved in the internal 
political struggles of the Jewish state. If this Israeli demand were 
effectively carried out, the Zionist movement might be expected, 
under the influence of newly affiliated groups and individual members, 
to observe self-imposed limitations in the exercise of its authority. 
Such a reorganized and expanded Zionist movement would un- 
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doubtedly follow a general rule of avoiding controversial issues 
between Israeli parties in order to be able to cooperate with any 
Israeli government that might arise. 61 

Resolutions demanding the reorganization of the Diaspora Zionist 
movement along such lines were very slow in taking effect. But, in 
the meantime, the Israeli government cultivated an increasingly im¬ 
portant network of relationships that brought it into direct contact 
with agencies and institutions of the Diaspora Jewish community, 
particularly in the United States, outside the Zionist Organization. 
Such a threat to its traditional prerogatives impelled the Zionist Organ¬ 
ization to seek a statutory definition of its rights. 

These underlying differences can be traced in the documents and 
discussions bearing directly on the question of the status of the 
Zionist Organization in Israel and the Diaspora. The “Zionist Organ¬ 
ization-Jewish Agency for Palestine Status Law” of November 24, 
1952, contains the following pertinent paragraphs: 

(1) The State of Israel regards itself as the creation of the entire 
Jewish people, and its gates are open, in accordance with its laws, to 
every Jew wishing to immigrate into it. 

(2) The World Zionist Organization, from its foundation five decades 
ago, headed the movement and efforts of the Jewish people to realize 
the age-old vision of the return to its homeland, and with the assistance 
of other Jewish circles and bodies, carried the main responsibility for 
establishing the State of Israel. 

(3) The World Zionist Organization, which is also the Jewish Agency 
for Palestine, takes care, as before, of immigration and directs absorption 
and settlement projects in the State. 

(4) The State of Israel recognizes the World Zionist Organization as 
the authorized agency which will continue to operate in the State of 
Israel for the development and settlement of the country, the absorption 
of immigrants from the Diaspora and the co-ordination of the activities 
in Israel of Jewish institutions and organizations active in those fields. 

(5) The mission of gathering in the exiles, which is the central task 
of the State of Israel and the Zionist Movement in our days, requires 
constant efforts by the Jewish people in the Diaspora; the State of Israel, 
therefore, expects the co-operation of all Jews, as individuals and groups 
building up the State and assisting the immigration into it of the masses 
of the people, and regards the unity of all sections of Jewry as necessary 
for this purpose. 

(6) The State of Israel expects efforts on the part of the World Zionist 
Organization for achieving this unity; if, to this end, the Zionist Organ¬ 
ization, with the consent of the Government and the approval of the 
Knesset, should decide to broaden its basis, the enlarged body will enjoy 
the status conferred upon the World Zionist Organization in the State 
of Israel. 62 
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These provisions gave the World Zionist Organization, or the 
Jewish Agency, much the same general position and functions as it 
had had under the Mandate. However, on two points the Zionist 
Congress desired a more specific grant of authority. That the Jewish 
Agency was referred to in the Mandate as authorized to cooperate 
with the mandatary in matters of Jewish immigration and settlement 
and to receive concessions for the development of waste lands implied 
a preferential if not an exclusive status over against other bodies that 
might wish to conduct similar activities. The Zionist Organization 
now desired the Jewish state to make this explicit. So, too, it was 
implicit in the Mandate’s references to the World Zionist Organization 
and the Jewish Agency that these bodies were recognized as repre¬ 
senting the Jewish people and expressing its sovereign will. This, 
again, the Zionists wished to have explicitly stated by the Jewish 
state. 

To grant the first request did not mean the same thing as to grant 
the second. The Jewish state could, in principle, grant the Jewish 
Agency the same kind of exclusive or paramount rights in order to 
bring people in and settle them as it granted to oil companies in order 
to explore or develop a specified part of its economic resources, 63 
without certifying that the Jewish Agency, any more than the oil 
company, represented an ethnic body and expressed its sovereign 
will. The provision included in paragraph 4 of the Status Law, grant¬ 
ing the Jewish Agency the right to “coordinate” the activities of other 
Jewish organizations active along parallel lines in Israel, enabled it 
to plan on a large scale, without fear of other, minor operations that 
might otherwise work at crosspurposes. It did not recognize the 
desired status of the Agency as the authorized representative in Israel 
of the will of the Jewish people. 

The Twenty-Third Zionist Congress had formulated its own view 
on this point in a resolution proposing that the Zionist Organization 
be recognized as the “representative of the Jewish people in all matters 
that relate to organized participation of Jews the world over in the 
development and upbuilding of the land and the rapid absorption 
of newcomers.” 64 The Zionist demand had strong support in Israel. 
It was accepted in a draft bill which proposed to recognize the World 
Zionist Organization as the “representative organization” of the Jewish 
people, and which passed a preliminary reading in Israel’s parliament, 
the Knesset. 65 On the other hand, the formulation proposed by the 
Twenty-Third Zionist Congress had been strongly opposed by non- 
Zionists like the American Jewish Committee. 66 The government of 
Israel, accepting the view that it was neither wise nor warranted for 
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it to recognize by statute a 'representative organization” for world 
Jewry, finally withdrew from consideration the draft in which this 
phrase had been used. When resubmitted, the law (paragraph 4) 
recognized the Zionist Organization only as an “authorized agency,” 
not as a “representative organization,” in carrying out its defined 
responsibilities. 

To be sure, historical references in the law to the part played 
by the Jewish people in building the national home and the need 
for organized unity of all Jews for the same purpose in the future, 
as well as to the crucial responsibility of the Jewish Agency in both 
connections, could well be construed as encouragement for the Zionists. 
These phrases were surely calculated to strengthen the Zionist con¬ 
viction of having expressed the will of their people in the past and 
assure them that they still represented it in spirit. But the State of 
Israel had refused the Zionist demand to give formal recognition to 
this implied relationship between the Zionist movement and the Jew¬ 
ish people, suggesting instead that the Zionists seek such recognition 
elsewhere, by enlarging the Jewish Agency to include the non-Zionists. 
The total effect was to discourage, rather than encourage, the Zionist 
feeling that they really were entitled to represent the Jewish people. 

The fact is that more fundamental, if less obvious, reasons than 
the refusal of the Israelian government to sanction by statute a 
“representative organization” for world Jewry underlay the Zionists’ 
loss of the sense that they expressed the sovereign will of the Jewish 
people. The assurance that the Jewish people had a sovereign will 
and that the Zionist movement was its authentic expression, just as 
the Zionist Organization was its legitimate embodiment, was not 
something which arose when the Balfour Declaration was addressed 
to the Zionist movement; nor was it established by the references in 
the Mandate to the Jewish Agency. Zionism itself evoked this new 
political reality when it created the myth of auto-Emancipation, and 
gave the living consensus of the Jewish people an active, historically 
specific direction. The Diaspora Zionists who demanded that the 
Jewish state recognize the Zionist Organization as the representative 
organ of World Jewry were no longer borne up by a mythic conviction 
that united them all and gave them assurance in speaking for the 
Jewish people. The Israeli proponents of this demand did have a 
mythic foundation for claiming to voice the historic will of the Jewish 
people. They were passionately convinced that what had happened 
to Jews in Europe could happen anywhere, that destruction or assimi¬ 
lation would liquidate the remaining Jewish communities throughout 
the Diaspora, and consequently all who wished to survive as Jews 
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must prepare themselves to immigrate to Israel. In the name of this 
desperate necessity, they demanded that the Zionists assume, and 
Israel recognize, the right to act on behalf of the Jewish people 
throughout the world. The Israelis, however, were of less importance 
as representatives of the will of world Jewry than were the Diaspora 
Zionists, for it was the problem of the Diaspora that Zionism still 
desired to solve. Diaspora Zionists were far from accepting the idea 
of total Jewish ingathering to Israel either as a personal obligation 
or as a mythic foundation for their movement — and they had no 
alternative myth from which to draw any assurance of an historic 
mission. If the State of Israel did not enact a representative status for 
them, they no longer had the assurance to act as the legitimate agent 
of a sovereign Jewish will. They were reduced to spokesmen of 
established organizational interests and vested rights, seeking to reach 
a new arrangement with the Jewish state that would meet new needs 
while causing the least possible disturbance to existing institutions. 

IV 

The symbolic or effective restrictions upon Israel’s sovereignty 
involved in the obligations it assumed toward world Jewry also had 
appreciable effects upon Israel’s relations with other countries. The 
Zionist functions which it was the duty of the Jewish state to perform 
were constantly referred to in debates on foreign policy. As in the 
economic, social, and cultural policy of Israel, so, too, in its foreign 
policy, the interests of the already settled population, their security 
and well-being, were more immediately effective forces than the 
Zionist ideal. Much that was symbolically justified on Zionist grounds 
was accepted because it also seemed to serve the interests of the 
Israelis themselves. On the other hand, as in domestic policy, so, too, 
in foreign policy, there were things done out of a commitment to 
Zionism which were hard to justify in terms of the immediate in¬ 
terests of the Israelis themselves. This real, and not merely symbolic, 
subordination of the exercise of Israel’s sovereignty to the imputed 
historic will of the Jewish people was sometimes defended on not 
very convincing grounds as consonant with the interests of the 
Israelis themselves. Sometimes, however, it was openly avowed as a 
Zionist duty whose cost must be gladly borne. Such an argument, 
whether merely symbolic or quite material, had a persuasive effect 
upon the Israelian consensus, in spite of the fact that it was not 
always enough to override domestic interests. Only the small fringe 
group whom the hostile consensus called “Canaanites” adopted an 
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open ideological position calling upon Israel to sever its tie with 
Judaism and renounce the duty of solving the Jewish problem in 
order to seek the integration of its settled population within a regional 
political and social-cultural system. 67 

There are two Zionist functions involving Israel's foreign policy 
and international relations which the ideology had expected the Jew¬ 
ish state to perform. The first is the protection of Jewish rights in the 
Diaspora through international diplomatic channels; the second is the 
ingathering of the exiles. Israel has not been able to do a great deal 
about the first of these functions, but Israel's immigration policy has 
been an important factor in shaping Israel's foreign policy and an 
argument constantly used in debating it. 

The idea that Israel could use international channels open to it 
as a state on behalf of Jews in other countries, a doctrine frequently 
heard in early Zionist arguments, is by no means unparalleled. India 
used the United Nations persistently and with effect as an agency 
to bring pressure on South Africa in regard to its race policies. So, 
too, the Arab nations appealed effectively to this forum on the rights 
of Arab nationalism in North Africa. Israel, however, did not find it 
possible to appeal with the same degree of confidence on the oppression 
of Jews in the Soviet Union and its satellites, or in Arab countries. 

If there was little success, it was not for want of effort. 68 On Janu¬ 
ary 7, 1960, Israel's Foreign Ministry intervened to some effect in a 
series of notes to governments of countries touched by the wave of 
swastika smearings of the end of 1959. In the following spring, the 
Eichmann seizure and trial was boldly carried out, as Ben-Gurion 
said, on the grounds that only Israel, as “a Jewish State in actuality, 
and . . . potentially the State of the victims, could be the rightful 
plaintiff . . . [in] an act of historic justice to the entire Jewish 
people.” But an attempt in 1964 to include a specific reference to anti- 
Semitism in a draft convention for the elimination of racial discrimina¬ 
tion was defeated in the United Nations Commission for Human Rights 
when the Soviet Union demanded that Zionism should also be specifi¬ 
cally condemned, along with “Nazism, neo-Nazism, and all other forms 
of colonialist policy and ideology, hatred, nationalist exclusiveness 
and racialism.” Since then the Communist bloc countries have de¬ 
veloped the theme of a “Zionist world conspiracy” into a propaganda 
weapon of equal virulence and widespread effect with the notorious 
Protocols of the Elders of Zion. Following the Six Day War, June 
5-10, 1967, Israel was similarly frustrated in its attempt to secure in¬ 
ternational aid for Jews imprisoned and oppressed in Arab countries. 
This, indeed, evoked a backlash reaction from none other than the 
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United Nations Secretary General himself. Not only has Israelian in¬ 
tervention often been unimpressive in its success: Israel has had to 
beware of endangering Diaspora Jews by too active a campaign in 
their behalf. 

The reasons, if obvious, are instructive. The position of Israel in 
the United Nations is one of relative weakness and isolation. Far 
from having influence to exert on behalf of fellow Jews abroad, it 
must constantly defend itself, relying frequently on the influence of 
Diaspora Jewish communities. On the other hand, the international 
position of the countries whose treatment of the Jews gives cause 
for complaint is exceedingly strong. The Soviet Union can and does 
disregard the opinion of the United Nations on matters of considerably 
greater interest in global Hochpolitik than the treatment of Jews. The 
Arab countries occupy so strategic a bargaining position in the balance 
between East and West that only the most direct threat to their own 
interests can cause other nations to act or speak against them. 69 But 
this is only half of the account. For not only are the diplomatic 
facilities of Israel of little use to alleviate these sufferings. The acute 
phase of Jewish oppression in the Arab and Soviet bloc countries was 
brought on by the creation of Israel. Arab hostility to the new state 
and Soviet interest in exploiting Arab nationalism against the West — 
these are causes of anti-Jewish policies in the countries in question 
which only the destruction or defeat of Israel could eliminate. 

There could be no question, then, of adjusting Israel's foreign 
policy or international relations in order to carry out more effectively 
the Zionist duty of defending Jewish rights in the Diaspora countries 
where they are most threatened. This obligation was not brought up 
as a significant consideration in foreign policy debate. On the other 
hand, the Zionist duty of ingathering the exiles is an argument that 
both defenders and critics of government policy resorted to con¬ 
tinually, each in his own interpretation of its international implica¬ 
tions. 

The mass migrations to Israel have come in large part from 
countries hostile to the Jewish state or even technically at war with 
it. Under the circumstances, in order to make the movements of popu¬ 
lation possible, diplomatic negotiations, usually of a highly indirect 
sort, were required. 70 But unlike similar cases where hostile peoples 
negotiated population movements between them, the intricate inter¬ 
national dealings which produced the flow of Jews from Yemen and 
Iraq or from Russia and Poland to Israel did not lead to peace or to 
permanently improved relations between the parties. Because of this 
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Israel could never make provisions for the kind of immigrant flow 
that would meet its Zionist obligation while at the same time regu¬ 
lating the rate and character of immigration according to the require¬ 
ments of economic and social stability. Turkey’s treaties with the Balkan 
countries are an example of the kind of gradual transfer of large 
groups which might have been arranged for if Israel had been able 
to consult its own immediate interests in negotiating the mass migra¬ 
tions. 71 But lacking a basis of good will — or even, in many cases, 
direct contact — Israel was forced to accept its migrants from zones 
of acute oppression under conditions which completely ignored and 
often violated such normal considerations. 

The Israeli public in the beginning was itself overwhelmingly 
impressed by the desperate need for immigration. It was convinced, 
moreover, that the demands of Israel’s security, no less than the 
perilous situation of the imimgrants, dictated as rapid and massive 
an ingathering as could be managed by opening the doors of Israel 
wide and by straining the resources of all world Jewry to their utmost. 
Faced with the immense odds of five or six armies and forty million 
foes, they saw any accession of numbers as an accession of strength. 
But when the fighting ceased and economic problems came into the 
foreground, the immediate interests of the Israelis seemed far less 
compatible with the Zionist urge for rapid and indiscriminate in¬ 
gathering. 

Public opinion polls conducted in 1949 showed a significant con¬ 
fusion in attitudes about the question. The consensus of opinion, 
by an overwhelming majority, was still against limiting the extent 
of Jewish immigration; but an even larger majority was in favor of 
planning and regulating it, and bringing immigration and the eco¬ 
nomic absorptive capacity of the country into conformity with each 
other. Most Israelis took the position that such conformity could be 
brought about, without cutting down immigration, by expanding the 
absorptive capacity of the country. 72 The Israeli public was shown 
to be prone, like other publics, not only to wishful thinking but to 
conclusions based on ignorance of the facts in regard to a major 
ideological issue like immigration; but at the same time there was a 
clear awareness of the threat to Israel’s social and economic stability 
of an undirected and unselected as well as unlimited immigration. 

In the years that followed, immigration into Israel was placed 
under more effective regulation by the policy of the World Zionist 
Organization. 73 It was selected, directed to settlement areas, and, in 
regard to certain countries, limited, according to plans which took 
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into account the balanced development of Israel’s economic and social 
structure, and not only the pressure of emergency needs and Zionist 
duties. But at the same time, all such plans were subject to sudden, 
drastic revisions, since Zionist duties could at any time become 
paramount. The decisive factor in these changes were not the im¬ 
mediate interests of settled Israelis, but the shifts in policy of countries 
like Morocco and Egypt or Russia, Poland, and Hungary. Israel’s, 
or, for that matter, the Zionist Organization’s, policy of orderly immi¬ 
gration was likely to be set aside at any time by such emergencies. 

The clash with immediate social and economic interests can only 
be obscured, not effaced, by arguing that Israel gains security from 
increased population. Speculation that Russia might release a mass of 
Jewish emigrants spread simultaneously with the habit of saying that 
Israel would be secure against attack, given a population of five mil¬ 
lion. 74 It is impossible to deny the burdens of a small people faced 
with Israel’s security tasks. The Six Day War in 1967, with its legacy 
of large new areas and Arab populations, sharply increased the efforts 
involved. But obviously no conceivable rise in Jewish immigration 
could seriously alter the disparity in numbers between Israel and its 
sworn foes. The argument of increased security as the reason for 
favoring Jewish immigration represents an attempt to justify on grounds 
of self-interest what is, in fact, accepted as a Zionist duty, regardless 
of self-interest. 

There is, on the other hand, an equally prevalent Israelian habit 
of arguing in terms of Zionist duty over differences on foreign policy 
which are actually motivated by, and decided on grounds of, inter¬ 
pretations of the requirements for Israel’s self-preservation. These 
differences are focused, of course, on the crucial issue of all interna¬ 
tional politics in our day, the global conflict between East and West. 

The political parties in Israel, running the usual gamut of con¬ 
temporary ideologies from Left to Right, had the usual ideological 
reasons for favoring an association of Israel with either the Com¬ 
munist East or the Western democracies. They also usually estimated 
the chances of Western or Eastern victory in the global war in 
accordance with their ideological leanings. But the policy to which 
the consensus of Israeli opinion most naturally leaned, in the begin¬ 
ning, was a policy of neutrality or “nonidentification.” This reflected 
not only the most feasible basis for a government coalition, given the 
division of opinion with which Israel started, nor just the instinctive 
prompting of prudence to avoid entanglement in the struggle of the 
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titans. It also seemed, at first sight, to be most in accord with the 
Zionist duty of the Jewish state towards a Diaspora divided between 
Eastern and Western countries. 

Diaspora Jewry, as Israel saw it, could be classed in three groups. 
There was the uprooted or crisis-afflicted mass of Jews in Europe, 
Africa, and Asia that made up the vast ingathering of exiles into 
Israel. There was, on the other hand, the powerful Jewish community 
in Western countries that did not yet recognize its need to be in- 
gathered, but gave indispensable financial assistance, technical aid, 
and political support without which the ingathering would have been 
impossible. In addition to these, there was the great Russian Jewry, 
kept apart for a generation from the fellowship of Jews throughout 
the world. This community was especially dear to the Israeli leaders, 
the pioneers who themselves had come from the Russian Empire and 
its successor states a generation earlier to establish the institutions of 
Israel. The hope of reunion with Russian Jews, when they would be 
permitted at last to come to Israel, was never allowed to die among 
these old Zionists. In the days of mass migration from strange and 
backward countries, they looked with redoubled desire to the Soviet 
Zone. They hoped that doors might be opened there that would bring 
them a fresh stream of young, active, technically skilled Jewish im¬ 
migrants, sharing the traditions of European socialism and the ardor 
for Jewish auto-Emancipation that had been built into the institutions 
of Israel. 75 

Another element, of mythic character, that entered into the situa¬ 
tion was the wish to be free at length of the characteristic plight of 
the Jew in Exile, who was forced to assume actively or suffer passively 
his involvement in quarrels which pitted him always against his brother 
Jews across the border. Only the revolutionaries among Eastern Euro¬ 
pean Jews felt a true personal involvement in the politics of the Gen¬ 
tiles; and in the wars of the Gentiles the others were loyal to their 
sovereign out of customary obedience, not out of a real devotion. 
This was not an attitude that could do anything to dull the edge of 
the tragedy of fighting other Jews. Zionists hoped that in coming to 
Israel they would find in their loyalty to the Jewish state an allegiance 
based on deep commitment and, at the same time, inherently unable 
to bring them into battle against the other Jews. 76 The struggle be¬ 
tween East and West involved precisely this danger. Israel had brethren 
on both sides of the barriers between the contending blocs, and it had 
Zionist obligations that, in principle, encompassed both. The natural 
inclination of the Israelian consensus was toward a position that would 
not involve the country on either side. 
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The realities of Israel’s situation, however, were against a rigidly 
neutral policy. The aid which Israel was able to obtain only from the 
West — from Western Jews and Western governments — as well as 
the strategic dominance of the West in the Mediterranean area; and 
then, on the other hand, the greater ruthlessness and success with 
which Russia was able to play a pro-Arab game: these determined 
the dependence of Israel on the West for its self-preservation. The 
foreign policy of Israel was soon defined as one not of “neutrality” 
but of “nonidentification.” Nor did the trend stop there, for increas¬ 
ingly Israel was forced to turn to the West (often with indifferent 
success) for the means of self-defense and assurances of survival that 
it was hopeless to seek in the East after Moscow committed itself to 
rearming Egypt and Syria. 77 

Leftist groups in Israel, not only believing in the ultimate socialist 
salvation of Russia if not in its contemporary socialism but believing 
also in its probable victory over the West, feared and disapproved 
this tendency. But (apart from the Communists — and even they were 
split by the Six Day War) they were forced by events to understand that 
no policy Israel adopted could win over Russia from its cold calcula¬ 
tion of the advantages of a pro-Arab and anti-Israel policy. The 
Russian willingness to hint transparently at Israel’s destruction 78 left 
no practical alternative to an attempt to seek some security in Western 
aid. 

The strategic and political arguments of the non-Communist Left 
against a Western orientation were no longer defensible, but the 
Zionist argument remained. The rise of official as well as vulgar anti- 
Semitism in the Soviet Union gave the customary threats of the 
Russians against relying on the West a particular point when made 
against Israel. 79 The safety of Soviet Jewry, not only the security of 
Israel, was at stake. If not the dictates of self-preservation — for the 
Zionist Left shared the myth of reliance only on Israel’s own strength, 
and would not lay down Jewish arms obtained from the West to rely 
on the hope of Russian forbearance — then the hope of one day receiv¬ 
ing the Russian Jews should make Israel cautious about offending 
Russia by its foreign policy. 

The increasingly pro-Western parties in Israel, on the other hand, 
also appealed not only to self-preservation but to Zionist duty as 
the grounds for their foreign policy. Indeed, since there was little 
difference of opinion on the first score any longer, ideological discus¬ 
sion of foreign policy was formulated even more frequently in terms 
of Zionism. Since Israel had Zionist obligations, it was argued, it was 
naturally bound to the West. In the Western democracies immigration 
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to Israel was not prohibited and the Jewish community was free not 
only to maintain cultural bonds with Israel and share the burden of 
settling mass immigration but also to protest against anti-Israel trends 
in government policy and seek to alter them. 80 

The real determining factor in Israel's foreign policy remained, 
nevertheless, the sheer requirements of self-preservation. Neither 
Zionist principles nor other ideological factors, neither long-range 
geopolitical calculations nor a clever grasp of short-range tactical 
opportunities were truly decisive. The external pressures on Israel 
were so severe, and the country was forced into so tight a corner, 
that the basic principles of its foreign policy became hardly an 
exercise of sovereignty at all, but rather an acceptance of necessities 
to which there was no alternative. In this respect, of course, Israel 
shares the common fate of many other countries in the modern world. 
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There were Gentile projects to resettle the Jews in Palestine and 
to restore their sovereignty in their ancient homeland long before 
the Zionist movement began to pursue these ideas as practical, 
political possibilities. In this sense, one may say that the earliest 
Zionists were Christian Zionists; and, moreover, until late in the 
nineteenth century the long succession of Christian Zionist projects 
met with no significant Zionist awakening among the Jews. 

Zionism, however, means before all else the national awakening 
of the Jews. To speak of Christian Zionism at all is to use a metaphor, 
and to speak of it as a continuous phenomenon antedating true Zionism 
by a hundred years or more is undoubtedly paradoxical. Yet such a 
"Christian Zionism,” developing before true Zionism and independ¬ 
ently of it, is a fact of some historical significance for the formulation 
and achievement of the idea of Jewish sovereignty in Palestine. 

The ideas of "Christian Zionism,” moreover, were different in im¬ 
portant respects from those of the Zionist movement. Zionism is 
essentially a theory which sees in the restoration of Jewish sovereignty 
in Palestine the solution of the Jewish problem in its manifold aspects. 
It proposed to end not only the oppression and cultural insecurity 
of the Jews, but also the burdens of guilt and malaise which the 
anomalous existence of the Jews imposed upon the Gentiles. Such 
doctrines were not necessarily involved in Christian Zionism. Some 
Gentiles who were sensitive to the Jewish question appreciated the 
fact that the removal of the Jews to Palestine might be a way to 
avoid admitting them to social and political equality, with all the 
perils they feared from this; others thought that Palestine or some 
other undeveloped territory could offer an alternative for Jewish 
immigrants and refugees unwanted in London or New York. Such 
motives did not necessarily lead to Zionism, however. Nor were the 
Christian Zionists characteristically concerned with the Jewish prob¬ 
lem, in its contemporary political, social, and economic aspects. 
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The religious problem of the Jews, their place in the Christian 
eschatological myth, was the cultural complex which chiefly inspired 
Christian Zionism before Jewish Zionism arose. 1 On the other hand, 
in an opposed interpretation, it was also this cultural complex that 
aroused Christian anti-Zionism after true Zionism became a concrete 
reality. The political idea of national liberation and, above all, political 
calculations concerning the strategic importance of Palestine, were 
another complex of motives that led to Christian Zionist projects and 
ideas, before Jewish Zionism arose. 2 In opposed interpretations, the 
same complex of motives also led to Christian anti-Zionism after 
Jewish Zionism became a concrete reality. Neither the political nor 
the religious sources of Christian Zionism and anti-Zionism had much 
to do with the Jewish problem, as a concrete historical question 
requiring a solution; indeed, the countries in which Christian Zionism 
and anti-Zionism were most conspicuous were often those in which 
the Jewish problem was considered least serious. 

The Zionist movement had to take the opinions and motivations 
of Christian Zionists and anti-Zionists into account in reaching the 
successive formulations of the idea of Jewish sovereignty for which 
it sought to obtain international recognition. The intellectual history 
of the idea of the Zionist state must include, accordingly, the history 
of Christian Zionism and anti-Zionism. We must consider, first, what 
the Zionists themselves thought were the formulations of their idea 
that would make it generally attractive or acceptable to non-Jews 
concerned with Palestine. Then, too, we must consider how the idea 
was successively reformulated to meet actual demands made by in¬ 
dividual nations or by the concert of nations in negotiations for the 
recognition of Jewish claims. 


i 

Jewish history can list innumerable Jewish “anticipations” of Zion¬ 
ism in the attempts of religious enthusiasts and political adventurers, 
ever since the Second Exile, to bring about the Restoration. But in 
the century or two preceding the rise of Zionism, the historians of 
“proto-Zionism” 3 record a considerably greater proportion of Chris¬ 
tians than of Jews among the promoters and advocates of such 
millennarian projects and fantasies. Moreover, the Jewish consensus 
regarded with great caution, not to say suspicion, the appeals made 
to them from time to time to participate in schemes to set up a Jewish 
polity again in Palestine. This reserve, first shown towards the ob- 
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viously impractical plans of enthusiasts and adventurers, continued to 
be shown towards proposals with a much greater appearance of 
practicality. 4 

The course taken by the Sabbatian movement in the seventeenth 
and the Frankist movement in the eighteenth century caused repre¬ 
sentative Jews in the years after to dread anything that smacked of 
pseudo-Messianism. There was a marked rise in the Jewish settlement 
in Palestine, beginning at that time, owing to a succession of im¬ 
migrant groups stimulated by religious enthusiasm. But the duty and 
merit of settling in the Holy Land were sharply separated from 
attempts to achieve such aspects of Redemption as Jewish sovereignty 
in Palestine. These bore the stigma of sacrilegious pseudo-Messianism. 

Christian proponents of such ideas also aroused suspicions among 
the Jews. The religious enthusiasts among them openly aimed at 
conversion, which, naturally, prevented Jews from cooperating freely 
with them. Nor could the Jews be expected to flock to the banners 
of prophets of a new world religion like Oliger Paulli, promoters of a 
Moslem-Jewish crusade against the Pope like the Marquis de Langal- 
lerie, or royal adventurers like the bastard Count of Saxony, who 
sought to gain a crown and a people for himself by setting up a 
Jewish state in South America. 5 

The idea of sending the Jews back to Palestine — or at least the 
thought that it might have been better if they had never left there 
— occurred to Gentiles of a more practical cast, too; though these 
men should hardly find a place in a chronicle of Christian Zionism. 
When the Enlightenment and the democratic revolution posed the 
problem of accepting the Jews into full citizenship, opponents of the 
emancipation proposed instead that the Jews be segregated in thinly 
populated regions or resettled in new territories, even in Palestine. 
There was nothing in the logical content of these proposals which 
made them inconceivable for Jews; and, as we have seen, some 
Christian friends as well as opponents of emancipation accepted the 
premises upon which this “proto-Zionism” was based. Moreover, what¬ 
ever else might be said about the motives of the proponents of Jewish 
resettlement, they were neither missionaries seeking to convert the 
Jews nor adventurers seeking to profit by them, but they were con¬ 
cerned directly with the Jewish problem. On the other hand — and 
this consideration was uppermost in the minds of contemporaries — 
these were chiefly the opponents of the Jews; their purpose was to 
forestall the proposed solution of the Jewish problem by emancipation 
through a false and meaningless advocacy of Jewish resettlement else¬ 
where. Not being advanced with serious intent, the idea of resettle- 
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ment was not taken seriously by Jewish contemporaries, except as a 
serious threat. As a defense, therefore, the Jews who sought emancipa¬ 
tion renounced the hope of restoration to sovereignty in Palestine and 
declared Berlin or Paris to be their Zion. These new principles, 
widely adopted by Jews in Western Europe in the early nineteenth 
century, could hardly be maintained if, at the same time, they lent 
themselves to schemes for their resettlement in Palestine. 

The idea of resettling the Jews in Palestine began to be advanced, 
at the same time, on new grounds which made it seem a matter of 
real practical significance to many statesmen and political amateurs 
among the Christians. By the latter half of the eighteenth century 
the Eastern question, which has played a prominent part in European 
foreign policies to the present day, had already emerged. The Ottoman 
Empire, corrupted within, began to be shaken by rebellion at its 
extremities. Nationalist movements soon arose among its Christian 
subjects on the north and east, and local Moslem potentates asserted 
their independence on the south and west. European powers, whose 
attention was increasingly drawn to the Eastern Mediterranean, began 
to consider the possible collapse of the Ottoman Empire. Each power 
had to weigh its potential gains in new territories or in dominant 
influence if it encouraged rebellion in the weakened Empire. It had 
also to consider its losses if a rival power should play the same game 
successfully. In either case, some action was required: whether to 
support nationalist or provincial movements against the Turks or, 
on the other hand, to strengthen the Ottoman Empire against com¬ 
peting European influences by helping to reform the Turkish ad¬ 
ministration, bolster the economy and repopulate waste territories. 6 

As the notion of restoring the Jews to Palestine was current at 
the time (particularly in the Evangelical movement in Britain), it 
began to be woven into the stratagems devised by some European 
politicians to deal with the Eastern question. The Jews were thought 
of both as possible pawns in schemes to dispossess the Turks of 
Palestine and, on the other hand, as new settlers who could help to 
bolster up the Turkish power. In 1771-1773, when Russia was acting 
in concert with the rebellious Mameluke, Ali Bey, against the Turks, 
officers of the Russian fleet sought to employ the Jews as an additional 
source of strength for their alliance. They mediated an abortive 
agreement between the Bey and Jews of Leghorn, where the Russian 
fleet was based, for the purchase of Jerusalem. 7 In 1798-1799, when 
France was speculating on the possibilities that might open up 
through Napoleons expedition to the East, the Jews were again 
thought of as a source who, because of their perennial hope to return 
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to the Holy Land and revive their ancient state, might prove a 
political as well as financial ally of importance for the French forces. 8 

In 1839, when Mohammed Ali was in rebellion against the Sultan, 
and his son, Ibrahim Pasha, held Palestine, the European powers 
met in London to deal with the crisis. British proto-Zionists bombarded 
the conference with proposals for creating a buffer zone between 
Egypt and Turkey with the aid of Jewish settlers. 9 One year earlier, 
Sir Moses Montefiore had concluded an oral agreement with Moham¬ 
med Ali for rights to purchase land and settle Jewish colonists in 
Palestine under a regime of relative autonomy. The agreement col¬ 
lapsed before it was committed to writing, because of the onset of 
the crisis. 10 

The Crimean War from 1853-1856 and the crisis in Lebanon in 
1860 kept the Eastern question before the European public. Christian 
Zionists in France now suggested that the French and the general 
European interest would be best served by a Jewish state in Pal¬ 
estine. 11 The continuing warfare between Russia and Turkey caused 
the European powers once more, at the Congress of Berlin in 1876, 
to deal with the Eastern question. While the powers came to an agree¬ 
ment among themselves, the Ottoman situation grew even more 
vexed. The idea again cropped up of using Jewish settlement in 
Palestine as a means of stabilizing the Turkish regime. At the end of 
the seventies, two British gentlemen, Laurence Oliphant and Edward 
Cazalet, were trying to negotiate such plans in Constantinople. 12 
Only now were they joined by the first significant Jewish group, from 
whose appearance the rise of Zionism is often dated, the BILU delega¬ 
tion that appeared in Constantinople in 1881. 13 

Christian proto-Zionists, from the Earl of Shaftesbury (1801-1885) 
to Laurence Oliphant, often realized that it was advisable to suppress 
their religious motives for wishing the restoration of the Jews, what¬ 
ever they might be, if they hoped to gain the necessary support of 
European statesmen and cooperation of potential Jewish settlers. 
Therefore, the more practically they approached the problem, the 
more they tried to talk to Jews and foreign secretaries without millen- 
narian or conversionist propaganda. Shaftesbury notes in his diary: 

How singular is the order of Providence! Singular, that is if estimated by 
man's ways! Palmerston had already been chosen by God to be an instru¬ 
ment of good to His ancient people, to do homage, as it were, to their 
inheritance, and to recognise their rights without believing their destiny. 
And it seems he will yet do more. But though the motive be kind, it is not 
sound. I am forced to argue politically, financially, commercially; these 
considerations strike him home; he weeps not like his Master over Jeru¬ 
salem, nor prays that now, at last, she may put on her beautiful garments. 14 
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So, too, Oliphant says, 

It is somewhat unfortunate that so important a political and strategic ques¬ 
tion as the future of Palestine should be inseparably connected in the public 
mind with a favorite religious theory . . . The mere accident of a measure 
involving most important international consequences, having been advocated 
by a large section of the Christian community, from a purely Biblical point 
of view, does not necessarily impair its political value. On the contrary 
... as far as my own efforts are concerned, they are based upon considera¬ 
tions which have no connection whatever with any popular religious theory 
upon the subject. 15 

Considering Oliphant’s extraordinary religious enthusiasms, one can 
take such a statement at face value only if it is read with emphasis 
on the word “popular”; for it is true enough that Oliphant’s religious 
theories were anything but popular. 

Presenting their case in this way, Christian Zionists were able 
from 1840 to 1880, to gain a sympathetic hearing among statesmen, 
particularly in the British Foreign Office. They even gained the con¬ 
fidence and cooperation of important Jewish circles. 16 But in adapting 
their exposition to a neutral and practical style that could enlist the 
necessary interest, the Christian proto-Zionists separated the idea of 
Jewish sovereignty from the idea of Jewish resettlement. 

It was essential to make this distinction. After 1840 the ruling 
principle of Western European, and especially British, policy on the 
Eastern question was to bolster up the Ottoman Empire; it was Russia 
that hoped to gain territorial advantages from a collapse. Thus, no 
British Christian Zionist could propose the restoration of the Jews 
as a successor state to part of the Ottoman Empire. On the other 
hand, it struck a responsive chord to suggest them as an industrious 
and efficient body of settlers who would be loyal subjects of the 
Sultan and could protect the Empire by establishing a strong buffer 
zone on its exposed southern frontier. As for the prophesied sover¬ 
eignty of the Jews in Palestine, this was presented as an ultimate or 
even millennarian possibility, not an immediate objective. The im¬ 
mediate requirement was only that degree of self-rule implied in 
local autonomy. The position was stated in these words by Col. George 
Gawler, one of the most active proto-Zionists: "I should be truly 
rejoiced to see in Palestine a strong guard of Jews established in 
flourishing agricultural settlements, and ready to hold their own upon 
the mountains of Israel against all aggressors.” At the same time, he 
added these provisos: 

To give Jews in Palestine the means of maintaining themselves and their 
families by honest and healthy industry would be die best preparation of 
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the way for better things, to the Jewish nation and to the whole human 
race, that could be desired. In maintaining such projects I am not at all 
proposing faithlessness to “our allies” the Turks. So long as the empire 
stands, Jewish civilised settlement in Syria would be a strength and a bless¬ 
ing to it. It is only in the event of its ever falling that I should be glad to 
see the claim boldly enforced in reference to Palestine, “This portion belongs 
to the God of Israel, and to his national people.” 17 

Such formulas were required in order to conform with the es¬ 
tablished terms of Western foreign policy. They also fell in with 
the established terms in which representative Jews of the East and 
West were each predisposed to think of resettlement in Zion, if they 
could be brought to favor it at all. The Eastern European Jews and 
the Jews of the Ottoman Empire looked on contemporary settlement 
in Palestine as a positive religious act, while they were suspicious 
of the idea of contemporary sovereignty as pseudo-Messianic. The 
Western Jews, particularly as the practical necessity for Jewish emigra¬ 
tion from Eastern Europe and North Africa became apparent, could 
be induced to support schemes for resettlement in Palestine, but to 
connect such schemes prominently with the idea of national sover¬ 
eignty would arouse their resistance. For, as we have seen, in their 
“apperceptive field,” sovereignty for the Jews in Palestine was bound 
up with the denial of civil rights to Jews in Europe. 

It may be added that in suppressing the theme of Jewish sover¬ 
eignty, British proto-Zionists made the idea of Jewish resettlement 
in Palestine acceptable, from time to time, to the Turks. Indeed, in 
the years from 1840 to 1880, when Turkey was sustained by Britain 
and was largely amenable to British influence, there were occasions 
when Turks seemed more to wish for Jewish settlers than Jews wished 
to sponsor settlement. 18 Ironically, it was after a serious impulse to 
resettlement developed among the Jews that the Turks, in turning 
against the British, turned firmly against the idea of Jewish 
colonization. 

It appears, then, that from the time when Napoleon’s Egyptian 
expedition revived the Eastern question for European diplomacy 
until late in the nineteenth century, proto-Zionist ideas and projects 
were more often than not originated by Christians and held under 
suspicion by the Jewish community. Moreover, the contemporary 
Jewish problem was not the major source of such Christian Zionism. 
In part it arose from religious enthusiasm which saw the Second Advent 
of Christ foreshadowed by Jewish settlement in Palestine; and in 
part it arose from the general enthusiasm for the liberation of oppressed 
nations, which found expression in the generous impulse to see the 
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Jews, too, restored to sovereignty in their ancestral homeland. Neither 
of these sources of Gentile Zionism, but a third source — the concern 
of European powers with the state of the Ottoman Empire — gave the 
idea of Jewish resettlement in Palestine some substance as a political 
possibility. The enthusiasts of Christian Zionism were able, on several 
occasions throughout the nineteenth century, to “sell” their idea to 
cool-headed politicians and diplomatists by stressing its “geopolitical” 
aspects — and by suppressing their eschatological and romantic aims 
centering on the restoration of Jewish sovereignty. So, too, by suppres¬ 
sing the missionary or the nationalistic aspects of their idea and con¬ 
centrating on the more sober attractions of aid for increased Jewish 
immigration into Palestine, some Christian Zionists were able to arrive 
at a degree of cooperation with the rather suspicious Jewish com¬ 
munity. 

After the Zionist movement arose in the eighties and nineties, 
many of the above general statements were sharply reversed. The 
rise of a nationalist movement among the Jews made Zionism a cause 
promoted upon Jewish initiative, and Christian Zionism now became 
an expression of sympathy with ideas for whose formulation Jews 
were responsible. In those formulations great prominence was given 
to the contemporary Jewish problem, with whose complexities Chris¬ 
tian Zionists were often only vaguely familiar. 

From the middle of the nineteenth century, certain aspects of the 
Jewish problem claimed general attention as matters of international 
concern. The chronic oppression of the Jews in the Balkans and the 
Russian Empire began to take the spasmodically acute form of expul¬ 
sions and other extreme measures that precipitated a rising tide of 
Jewish emigration into the Western World. The deliberate intent to 
get rid of the Jews, which declared itself as openly in Rumania in 
the 1860’s as it did in Russia in the early 1900’s and in Poland and 
Germany in the 1920s and 30’s, was not at first (or even in the end, 
except under pressure of extreme urgency) met by an organized 
Jewish movement to transfer the Jews wholesale from these danger 
spots. In the 1860’s, the idea of agreeing to the forced evacuation of 
Jews from Rumania appealed only, temporarily, to individuals like 
Benjamin Franklin Peixotto (1834-1896), the American consul in 
Bucharest, and was roundly condemned by leaders of the Jewish 
community. Even after the rise of Herzlian Zionism, with its idea of 
a compact with the Gentiles to rid them of the Jewish problem by 
an organized mass transfer to Palestine, the consensus of Zionist as 
well as of Jewish opinion strongly resisted any notion of acquiescing 
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in forced movements arbitrarily produced by anti-Semitic govern¬ 
ments. When threatened with such calamities the Jewish consensus 
reacted by appealing to the governments of the enlightened West to 
protect the human rights of Jews. Only in the Hitler era did many 
Jews, and above all Zionists, lose hope in such expedients, and them¬ 
selves attempt the emergency operation of rescuing Jews by transfer 
to Palestine, by whatever means possible. Before then, from the 
middle of the nineteenth century on, Jewish intercessions against the 
persecution which was driving Jewish refugees to Western countries 
had become a recurrent and substantial feature of international and 
Western political affairs. But even though Jewish appeals were 
answered by Western governments individually and in concert —for 
example, through America’s denunciation of its commercial treaty 
with Russia because of anti-Jewish discrimination or through the 
provisions of the Treaty of Berlin safeguarding Jewish rights in coun¬ 
tries like Rumania — conditions were not improved and the stream 
of emigrants grew continually stronger. 

The flow of immigration from Eastern Europe to the West caused 
the rise of restrictionist proposals in Western bastions of liberalism 
like Great Britain and the United States. Moreover, a specific feeling 
against Jewish immigrants, with an unpleasant affinity for the virulent 
anti-Semitism of Continental reactionaries, showed itself in the propa¬ 
ganda and debates leading to Britain’s Alien and America’s successive 
Immigration Acts. The Western countries began to have a direct 
interest in the Jewish question, arising from qualms of conscience at 
their own behavior, and not only a remote interest, arising out of 
indignation at the acts and sympathy for the sufferings of others. 
These circumstances made Western countries more responsive when 
Jews now proposed measures intended to alleviate or solve the Jewish 
problem. 

On the other hand, the development of the Eastern question, 
toward the end of the nineteenth century, made them much less likely 
to favor bold plans regarding Palestine. Yet much more boldness and 
persistence were required for any plan of Jewish resettlement which 
was proposed as a solution of the Jewish problem than for transient 
ventures inspired by missionary sentiments or humanitarian enthu¬ 
siasm. The Zionists, in particular, advanced a project involving both 
Western sponsors and the Ottoman Empire in a long-range policy 
committed to legal forms. However cautiously formulated, the com¬ 
mitments they demanded had serious and far-reaching implications. 
In the past, when a Western country had interceded at the request 
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of its own citizens for the rights of unorganized Jewish groups to 
enter or live in Palestine, it made no serious commitment itself and 
demanded nothing unusual of the Ottoman Empire. 

After the Congress of Berlin, moreover, Turkey grew increasingly 
restive under the traditional privileges Western powers enjoyed in 
its realm. Even the kind of protection they extended to Jews, among 
others, under the capitulations, which was quite usual from 1840 
to 1880, was felt now by the Turks to be a serious imposition. And 
in view of the delicate diplomatic balance of relationships (especially 
after Germany entered into the rivalry for influence in Constanti¬ 
nople), a country like England began to consider its protection of 
Jews in Palestine an encumbrance in seeking smoother relations with 
the Porte. 19 

When the Zionists began seriously to test the chances of achieving 
their goal in the political circumstances of Palestine at the end of 
the nineteenth century, they found a balance not only of political 
but of religious and sentimental interests which they themselves 
estimated as strongly opposed to their design. The Christian Zionism 
manifested among the British Evangelicals in the middle of the century 
was still regarded by the Zionists as a powerful, though rather diffuse, 
influence which they could count on in their favor. On the other hand, 
they felt the weight of a more pervasive and at least equally powerful 
Christian religious anti-Zionism. The mythic belief of the Evangelicals 
and other Protestant enthusiasts in the Jewish Restoration as a portent 
of the Second Advent and the End of Time was a sectarian myth. 
The broadest mythic consensus of all Christendom was evoked by the 
legend of the Wandering Jew, rejected of God because of his “perfidy” 
and doomed to reside in Exile, subject to the Christians, to the end 
of time. In strongly Roman Catholic or Eastern Orthodox countries 
this myth, and not the sectarian variant, determined the Christian 
attitude; and, hence, there was a strong undercurrent of religious 
resistance to the idea that the Jews might emerge, still unconverted, 
from Exile. 20 

In addition to this broad foundation, there was a more specific 
ground for Christian anti-Zionism. Two major European powers, 
France and Russia, had made the defense of Catholic and Orthodox 
positions an occasion for promoting their political interests in the 
Bible Lands. If the Ottoman Empire collapsed and the question of 
a successor should arise, these powers would probably be far more 
inclined to claim this title for themselves rather than support a 
Jewish claim. Under the circumstances, the Zionists anticipated 
resistance from these quarters even if Ottoman suzerainty were still 
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maintained. A major diplomatic task was to persuade French and 
Italian Catholics, at least, that Christian interests would not suffer 
as a result of Zionist activity in Palestine. 21 

While seeking to allay the religiously grounded opposition feared 
from France and Russia, Zionist diplomacy hoped to win active 
support from the Protestant powers, Germany and England, par¬ 
ticularly the latter. To preserve the Ottoman Empire was, generally 
speaking, a ruling principle of British policy from the first half of 
the nineteenth century, and, later, of Germany as well. The support 
of these powers could be hoped for, under the circumstances, only 
if Zionism undertook to be loyal to the Ottoman Empire, and to seek 
only such national status as was compatible with the suzerainty of the 
Sultan. But in the period after the Congress of Berlin, assurances of 
loyalty were no longer acceptable to Constantinople if they were 
combined with reliance on the backing of Western powers. The 
Turks viewed with suspicion any scheme which, it seemed to them, 
might extend European influence in their realm under the guise of 
protecting a religious minority. In the interests of good relations with 
Turkey, the Protestant powers were inclined to limit their protection 
of Jews rather than extend it. 

Consequently, when Zionists sought British support for their plans 
in Palestine, the British tentatively suggested alternatives, much as 
the Turks themselves did when they continually offered to let Jews 
settle as Ottoman subjects in other parts of the Empire, instead of 
as a national community in Palestine. The suspicion of designs on 
Palestine extended to its outlying areas. A philanthropic, non-Zionist 
project financed by Paul Friedmann, a converted Jew, for a Jewish 
settlement in Midian in the Sinai was rejected by Egypt because 
Turkey did not wish any colonization on the disputed borders of the 
Holy Land; and the Zionist idea of settling in El Arish — this, too, on 
the Sinai side of the Palestine border — was also rejected by Egypt. 22 
The final result of Zionist diplomacy in this period was the British 
East African offer, when serious negotiations were undertaken for 
Jewish settlement in a colonial area far removed from Palestine. 
Other projects, along the same lines, were negotiated by the ITO, 
only to collapse in each case. Thus, the political activity of this period 
involved European powers, and particularly Britain, in serious con¬ 
sideration of plans to solve the Jewish problem by concentrated 
resettlement. The prevailing political conditions also led the same 
powers to be far more cautious about advocating and assisting Jewish 
resettlement in Palestine, at a time when the emergence of the Zionist 
movement demanded much bolder advocacy and assistance. 
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From its beginning, then, the Zionist movement had to reckon 
with the fact that, in the given circumstances, what it could achieve 
diplomatically depended on its own success with Turkey. Herzl con¬ 
ducted a widespread search for diplomatic support in all quarters, 
using every motive that could induce any power to look favorably on 
his project and seizing every slightest opportunity to make capital of 
even purely symbolic expressions of good will. But his major strategy, 
too, was centered on a plan to win over the Sultan. The outlines of 
his scheme resemble closely those of earlier negotiators like Montefiore 
and Oliphant. The basic elements of the situation in the Eastern 
Mediterranean, the three analysts agreed, were the economic decline 
and insecurity of Palestine, a strategic outpost of the Ottoman Empire 
(or, if Mohammed Ali had seized it, of the Egyptian Empire). The 
specifications for a satisfactory solution, then, were Western capital 
and skills, together with an increased population, based on immigrants 
who could be counted on to be loyal to the suzerain power, and not 
to serve as an entering wedge for foreign interests. Such a solution, 
said Oliphant, in an argument that might have served as a brief for 
Herzl, was provided only by Jewish resettlement. 

It was manifest [after the conclusion of the Treaty of Berlin] that 
the . . . treaty would . . . render inevitable an external interference in 
the domestic affairs of Turkey, of a more pronounced character than had 
ever existed before; and that this interference was calculated, sooner or later, 
to produce most serious complications, unless it could be averted by reforms 
in the administration springing from the initiative of the Sultan, which 
should anticipate any such forcible intrusion from without ... As, how¬ 
ever, it was scarcely to be expected that the Turkish Government would 
. . . adopt a radical measure . . . and apply it throughout ... its vast 
Asiatic dominions, it occurred to me that an experiment might be made on 
a small scale, and that an evidence might thus be afforded to the Porte of 
the advantages which would attend the development of a single province, 
however small, under conditions which should increase the revenue of the 
empire, add to its population and resources, secure protection of life and 
property, and enlist the sympathy of Europe, without in any way affecting 
the sovereign rights of the Sultan ... It appeared to me that this object 
[to bring in foreign capital without obnoxious foreign supervision] might be 
obtained by means of a Colonization Company, and that one of those rich 
and unoccupied districts which abound in Turkey might be obtained and 
developed through the agency of a commercial enterprise which should be 
formed under the auspices of his Majesty, and have its seat at Constanti¬ 
nople . . . 

The next questions which naturally presented themselves to my mind 
were — first, the locality to be selected for the experiment; and secondly, 
the class of people who should be invited to come as colonists. The objection 
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to foreigners who were at the same time Christians seemed insurmountable, 
as by the existing colonization law it was made a sine qua non that any 
colonists permanently settling in Turkey in Asia should become Ottoman 
subjects — a provision with which foreign Christians were extremely un¬ 
likely to comply . . . The possibility of finding, under the auspices of 
such a company, an asylum for the thousands of Moslem refugees, who, 
driven from their homes in Bulgaria and Roumelia, were starving in various 
parts of the empire, also suggested itself; but the difficulty in this case arose 
from the extreme improbability of finding the capital in Christian Europe 
which would be required . . . There was, in fact, only one race in Europe 
who were rich, and who did not, therefore, need to appeal to Christian 
capitalists for money to carry through the whole undertaking; who were 
not Christians, and to whom, therefore, the objections of the Porte to the 
introduction of more rival Christian sects did not apply; who had never 
alarmed the Turkish Government by national aspirations, but, on the con¬ 
trary, had always proved themselves most loyal and peaceable subjects of 
his Majesty; who were nevertheless strongly attached by historical associa¬ 
tion to a province of Asiatic Turkey, and to whom the inducement of once 
more becoming proprietors of its sacred soil might prove strong enough 
to tempt them to comply with the probable conditions of the Turkish Gov¬ 
ernment; more especially as the persecution to which they were subjected 
by some Christian governments in Europe, contrasted with the toleration 
with which they were treated in Turkey itself. It was thus that I found 
myself, by a process of deduction, compelled to turn for the locality of the 
colony to Palestine, and for the colonists to the Jews . 23 

To Oliphant’s formula, Herzl added one major inducement for 
Turkey to grant him a Charter. He offered loans by the Jews to relieve 
Turkey’s chronic financial difficulties. His scheme, as outlined in the 
form of a draft charter for a “Jewish-Ottoman Land Company,” 24 
contained the following proposals, which were echoed as late as 1908 
in a similar offer that David Wolffsohn, Herzl’s successor as President 
of the World Zionist Organization, made to the Sultan: First (par. 
VIII), the Company would loan 4 million Turkish pounds to the 
Sultan (in Wolffsohn’s time, the sum had risen to 26 million). Second 
(par. VIIA), in return, the Company would be permitted freely to 
bring into the region of Palestine and Syria (Wolffsohn: Palestine and 
neighboring lands) Jewish immigrants and employees, who would 
acquire Ottoman citizenship. Third (par. I—III, V), the Company 
would have an option to acquire crown lands and waste lands in the 
designated area, and to purchase, as tenant of the Sultan, needed 
private lands — except holy places and land in Jerusalem — on condi¬ 
tion that the owners were provided with equivalent land elsewhere. 
Fixed annual fees would be paid to the Sultan in lieu of taxes, while 
the Company would collect all taxes and customs in its area. (Wolff - 
sohn: Crown lands and waste lands would be purchased, and paid 
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for in debentures of the Company.) Fourth (par. I, IV, VI), the 
Jewish-Ottoman Company and the settlement it established would be 
granted full autonomy in their designated area (Wolffsohn: Rights 
and liberties needed for carrying out the full economic development 
of the land). Fifth (par. VII B-E), Jewish military and naval corps 
would be organized within the Ottoman Army for the defense and 
internal security of the designated area, and for limited use beyond 
it, when necessary for the defense of the Empire. Sixth (par. IX), 
the Governor and Chief Justice of the designated area would be Jews 
or Moslems selected by the Jewish-Ottoman Company and approved 
by the Sultan, and the Governor would represent the Sultan in the 
area with full authority and be directly responsible to him. 

The bait of a potential loan was sufficiently effective to cause 
Sultan Abdul Hamid II to grant interviews to Herzl and Wolff sohn. 
But no agreement could possibly be attained since the Zionists were 
unable — even if they had been willing — to make what the Sultan 
considered the essential first step. Neither Herzl nor Wolff sohn had 
the 4 million or 26 million Turkish pounds they were offering to loan 
Turkey. The Jewish bankers whom Herzl approached told him to 
come back when he had some concrete agreement with the Sultan. 
Herzl and Wolffsohn, in turn, were convinced that if they could get 
an agreement with the Sultan, they might indeed get the money 
from Jewish bankers or the Jewish people. But the Sultan took much 
the same bargaining position as the bankers; he indicated that if the 
loan were provided first, he might then be inclined to negotiate in a 
friendly spirit about the desired charter. Between the two demands, 
Zionist diplomacy from Herzl to Wolffsohn floundered in a series of 
feverish endeavors that always led to an impasse. 25 But so long as 
the Sultan remained in power, there were always court favorites who 
could be induced by the time-honored method of dispensing baksheesh 
to take steps toward obtaining interviews for Zionists; while the 
autocratic character of the regime, together with its always impending 
bankruptcy, made it always seem within the bounds of possibility 
to strike a bargain. 

Zionist hopes of a charter in return for solving the Ottoman 
financial problem steadily receded, however, and other strategies •— 
territorialism or “Practical Zionism” — began to replace it in popularity. 
The Young Turk revolution gave the death-blow to the Herzlian 
strategy. A popular movement, fiercely opposed to the corruption 
of the old regime and even more to the foreign influences whose 
incursions had been facilitated by the Sultan s autocratic methods and 
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weakness, could not be approached in this way. The status the Zion¬ 
ists wanted had now to be obtained with the consent of a government 
responsible to the public. To ask such a government for the kind of 
powers proposed for the chartered company was to invite an indignant 
refusal. 

In his address to the Ninth Zionist Congress (Hamburg, December 
26-30, 1909), Max Nordau publicly renounced the “charter” idea for 
which Wolffsohn had been hopefully negotiating less than two years 
before in Constantinople. 

But the most disheartening development of the past months has been the 
clamor from many sides for a revision of our program. Have those who 
raised this cry fully realized the meaning and implications of their demand? 
.... What is to be altered in the Basle program? “The idea of the charter 
has become obsolete,” they cry. That can be admitted without further ado. 
(Applause.) But there is not a word about the charter in the Basle program. 
The charter was a personal idea of our immortal HerzFs, an idea that could 
be defended at the time the creator of our movement formulated it. He 
could not carry it into effect, and under present-day conditions it no longer 
has any justification. (Quite right.) We can drop it quite calmly, all the more 
calmly inasmuch as it is not of the essence for our movement, it does not 
go to the heart of it at all. (Applause.) ... In an absolutist Turkey we 
had to demand liberties which, in conditions of general unfreedom, neces¬ 
sarily assumed the character of special rights and required formal contrac¬ 
tual guarantees. In a constitutional state, in which all citizens enjoy liberty 
under the law, we need no privileges and no special guarantees. The law 
for all suffices. (Applause.) So let us place Herzl’s charter idea respectfully 
in the archives of modern political Zionism and speak no more of it . 26 

While renouncing the quest for the charter, Nordau defended 
the text of the Basle program against proposals for revision. But he 
did so in such a way as to rule out another tactical approach to the 
Zionist goal which, too, Herzl had not only left open but repeatedly 
attempted to use. 

But what is the objection to the Basle program? It should no longer read: 
“Zionism aims to establish a home for the Jewish people secured by public 
law.” “Public law” disturbs you. “Public law” seems to you to be useless 
or even dangerous. Honored Congress! I believe I may say I am qualified to 
speak on this point. It is perhaps not entirely forgotten, in spite of the fast 
pace of life and the short memory of mankind today, that I was mainly 
responsible for the concrete formulation, that is, for the literal text of the 
Basle program. I did not originally employ the expression “public law.” It 
seemed unnecessary to me. I contented myself with the expression “a legally 
assured home.”. ... You see, I have no personal reason to champion the 
term “public law.” I do so, however, because if we suppress the term now 
we shall give it retrospectively a signification that would gravely distort 
its real, original meaning. (Loud approval.) A small minority of the First 
Congress attached to the term “public law” the conception of Jewish im- 
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migration into Palestine under the auspices of the great Powers, who should 
recognize this Jewish resettlement of the Holy Land as an integral part 
of the European law of nations. But the vast majority of the Congress was 
free of any such far-fetched fantasy. By “public law” as by “legally assured,” 
all they wanted to indicate was that the Zionists reject the idea of sneaking 
into Palestine, that they wish to come into the Ottoman political union only 
on the basis of expressly granted rights, as parties to a mutual agreement. 
(Loud applause.) That is the meaning of the term “public law.” This 
meaning has been confirmed by our President [Wolffsohn] in a formal 
public declaration .... We have been told: “Just come to us i n Turkey, 
you shall be welcome. You will find everything you could ask for, fertile, 
cheap, perhaps free land, security against persecution, the freedom that is 
assured to every citizen of the Ottoman realm; but you must become Turkish 
citizens, adopt the Turkish language, merge with the Turkish people so 
that you cannot be distinguished from other Turks. And in order to be 
quite sure that you actually observe these conditions, we shall not allow 
you to settle together in large numbers and compact groups .... nor shall 
we admit you into Palestine at all. This is the only one of all the provinces 
of the Empire that remains closed to you.” In the face of such views, it is 
a duty of honor and self-respect to refer to the Basle program (approval 
and applause) and declare that we maintain it unaltered and will permit 
not a single word to be obsequiously retouched . 27 

Thus, not only the charter but the idea that Jewish resettlement 
in Palestine should be part of an internationally covenanted general 
settlement was dropped by the tacticians of political Zionism. The 
text of the Basle program was militantly defended by Nordau in 
order to make clear that the irreducible aim of Zionism, to reestablish 
an autonomous Jewish national entity in Palestine, should be neither 
abandoned nor misunderstood. In the years immediately following 
Herzl’s death, the means to this end had already been reconsidered 
and practical Zionism was replacing political Zionism. The rise of the 
Young Turks now altered even the terms in which political Zionism 
was understood. Attention was more fully centered on the Ottoman 
authorities rather than the chancelleries of Europe; and it was no 
longer the European courts but the Turkish parliament, not Viziers 
and Foreign Secretaries but the leaders of Ottoman political parties, 
both Turks and Arabs, whose cooperation was considered decisive. 

A Zionist office for small-scale practical work had been established 
in Jaffa shortly before the Young Turk revolution. Not long after it, 
another Zionist office was established in Constantinople in order to do 
political work. 28 The new channels used by Zionist diplomacy were 
characteristic: contacts with both political parties in the new demo¬ 
cratic Turkey, discussions and negotiations with the Arab members 
of the parliament from Syria and Palestine and with Arab leaders in 
both Ottoman parties, and a general approach to the younger Otto- 
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man intellectuals through a newspaper issued by the Zionist office. 29 

In the short period between the Young Turk revolution and the 
First World War, no great results were obtained. Indeed, some of 
those engaged in the work, notably Vladimir Jabotinsky, came to 
despair of success so long as the Ottoman Empire controlled Palestine, 
and they thenceforth pinned their hopes on its collapse. The Pales¬ 
tinian Jews at first thought they might advance the Zionist cause 
under the new democratic regime by various electoral combinations 
in the polls for parliament, in spite of the fact that so few of them 
were Ottoman citizens entitled to vote. But this line of action led to 
a steady retreat. First, the Jewish community attempted to elect a 
Palestinian Jewish deputy in 1908. At the next election in 1912, 
they limited themselves to seeking better terms from the majority 
Union and Progress party of the Young Turks in return for Jewish 
electoral support. In 1914, they were forced into virtual abstention 
from electoral politics in the hope that by such a policy they might 
foster friendlier relations with the Arabs of the liberal Decentraliza¬ 
tion Party without openly offending the Young Turks. 30 

In Constantinople, too, Zionist attention shifted gradually from 
the Young Turks to the Arab parliamentary delegation. In a period 
marked by continual warfare in the Balkans, the Turkish nationalist 
revolutionaries showed a growing hostility to any expression of 
minority nationalism in the Ottoman realm. Thus the mild sympathy 
the Young Turks had shown for Zionism in the beginning was replaced 
by cold suspicion. Arab politicians, on the other hand, had been the 
chief anti-Zionist force in the first years of the Turkish parliament. 
In the later years, they began to think of Zionism as a possible make¬ 
weight against the Turks. Zionist policy shifted to meet these condi¬ 
tions. In the beginning, the hope was that a constitutional Turkey, in 
accordance with its own essential principles, would necessarily drop 
the restrictions against Jewish immigration, land purchase, and settle¬ 
ment. On the other hand, the sixty-odd Arab parliamentary delegates 
in Constantinople and the newly active Arabic press kept up a drum¬ 
fire of complaints and defamations against the Jewish settlers on 
precisely these subjects; and it was necessary for the Zionist political 
office to seek to placate them. The necessity became more evident 
when the Young Turks bowed to the demands of the Arab delegations 
and reinforced the old bans, advising the Zionists that they must 
first make their peace with the Arabs. But Zionists soon observed that 
their reception*by Arab leaders grew warmer as the Arabs were 
disappointed in their hopes of gaining concessions from the Turks, 
while it cooled swiftly when these hopes revived. In the years im- 
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mediately preceding the First World War, Arab opposition to the 
Young Turks grew cautiously bolder and the contacts with the Zionists 
became more definite in character. Preliminary drafts for an agreement 
were even composed, and in the summer of 1914, Arab representatives 
were asking for a top-level meeting to discuss the proposals. The 
Zionists were prepared only for a preliminary discussion: first, because 
the ideas of the newly met parties were still too vague and too far 
apart to hope for conclusive results; second, because they had justified 
qualms about the suspicions that might be aroused among the Turks 
(who were kept informed of the talks) about possible disloyalty. But 
before anything was decided, the war broke out which was to alter 
all the terms of political thinking about Palestine. 31 

in 

The first effect of the war upon Zionist politics was to make 
impossible any concerted activity or agreed policy of the World Zionist 
Organization as a whole. The dispersion of the Jews among many 
warring countries destroyed the assumption upon which the Zionist 
Organization was based: that it was free to express the sovereign 
will of the Jewish people. The Zionist agencies authorized by the 
Congress — the Executive, located in Berlin, and the Zionist offices 
in Jaffa and Constantinople — were in a position which gave them no 
choice but to follow the prewar Zionist policy of loyalty to the Otto¬ 
man Empire. In this, however, they could not bind the Zionists living 
in Allied countries, with whom indeed they could no longer com¬ 
municate with complete freedom. Zionists in Allied countries, on the 
other hand — and also in neutral countries — found themselves con¬ 
sidering new alternatives to the prewar policy. Since they were free to 
assume that the Ottoman Empire would collapse, they hoped that the 
postwar settlement would finally give Zionism the most complete 
recognition under public law that its program could require. An 
alliance between Zionism and Britain, the major Western power likely 
to bring down the Turks, seemed the most direct road to this end. 
But as the war drew to a close, it became clear that such an alliance 
would be only one of the factors that might determine the postwar 
fate of Zionism. A new element, the international community which 
was organizing around the Western Allies as a nucleus, became an 
independent factor of critical significance. 

In the prewar years when 'practical Zionism” took the upper hand 
over “political Zionism,” there had been far-reaching changes not 
only of tactics but of mood in the Zionist camp. At Herzl’s death, the 
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conclusive rejection of territorialism by the Zionist Congress closed 
the only avenue which the Zionists might have found open for more 
or less serious diplomatic negotiations. Zionist political work in the 
Young Turk period, too, was necessarily a matter of laying the ground¬ 
work for future agreement by allaying suspicions and seeking to create 
a friendly atmosphere. The most modest formulations of Zionist de¬ 
mands were so far removed from the programs of either Turkish or 
Arab politicians that it was obviously impossible to expect any serious 
discussion looking toward an agreement on the crucial issues. At the 
Ninth Zionist Congress, Max Nordau, the spokesman of political Zion¬ 
ism, assessed the immediate prospects in the following manner: 

I do not know if I shall be involving myself in opposition to the so-called 
practical Zionists, but I feel that our most important task is still not that 
of entering into official relations with the Turkish government, but the 
dissemination of the Zionist idea, of Zionist conviction among the Jewish 
people . . . So, if you are told: “We will not admit you into Palestine, 
you may not live as a Jewish nationality, Turkey is ready to receive you 
only if you give up Zionism,” then you endeavor to say no word in reply 
that could provoke enduring hostility but break off a correspondence that 
promises no results at this time. The Zionists have waited so long, they 
will wait a while longer until their elucidations, the effect of time, political 
developments, and greater maturity will have changed the attitudes of 
authoritative Turkish circles . 32 

But militancy and not patience, action and not waiting were the 
myth images that gave the Zionist movement its elan. The turmoil 
that opened the twentieth century in Russia — the Kisheneff pogrom 
on the one side and the Russo-Japanese War and the 1905 upheaval 
on the other — kept the mood of militancy at a high pitch in Eastern 
European Jewry. And at that time, if political Zionism could give no 
sustenance to the militant mood, practical Zionism, in unique ways of 
its own, did. Those were the years when the Jews realized, to their 
own astonishment, that some among them, the Zionist pioneers, were 
successfully achieving unprecedented aims: Hebrew was again a 
spoken language, and the elements of a secular Hebrew culture were 
arising overnight; Jews from the towns and schoolbenches of the Pale 
of Settlement were being converted not simply into planters but into 
farm laborers and peasants. 

Such were the revolutionary achievements that made the doctrine 
of practical Zionism not just a counsel of despair dictated by the 
failure of political Zionism — reduced as it was to tactics of passivity, 
or at most of active preaching — but a gospel of hope. Yet there was 
a certain vagueness about the mechanisms by which practical Zionism 
was to solve the Jewish problem. For, large-scale Jewish immigration 
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to Palestine, at the proper time, was considered essential to the full 
solution of the problem by all Zionists, including those who thought 
that the problem of Judaism, not the problem of the Jews, was the 
first item, and under existing circumstances still the only item, on the 
current Zionist agenda. The program of practical resettlement and 
cultural revival which absorbed the energies of these Zionists gave 
far more adequate expression to Zionist militancy than Nordau’s pro¬ 
posals that the movement devote itself to increasing the strength of 
its organization. But while practical Zionism launched a direct attack 
on the problem of Judaism, it too merely counselled patience in 
regard to the equally essential problem of the Jews. Some of the 
theorists of the new Zionism, moreover — and especially Aaron David 
Gordon, the most notable of all in his mythic appeal — gave such a 
rigorous form to their doctrine that it became difficult to imagine how, 
in practice, the mass resettlement of the Jews in Palestine could ever 
take place. 

Gordon opposed the immigration to Palestine of Jews whose only 
motive was to escape persecution, and preferred them to find safety 
in America. He wished the Jewish nation in Palestine to be built up 
solely by those who were prepared to devote themselves to manual 
labor on the soil and disposed to live together in total brotherhood 
in the spirit of his Utopian nationalism. Naturally, he expected the 
number of these idealists to be small, at least in the beginning. But 
even if the mass of Jews could be inspired by the example of the 
beginners to abjure the “parasitism” of their Exile existence and be¬ 
come primary producers in a cooperative Zion, Gordon set such 
stringent tactical requirements that one finds it difficult to imagine 
how they could gain admittance to Palestine. In his radical doctrine 
of auto-Em an cipation, concentrated entirely on the transformation 
of the individual, Gordon repudiated every outside condition that 
could help the community grow. Not only funds contributed to ease 
the workers’ lot and not only Jewish participation, as a quasi-ally, in 
the military effort of one side or another in the war, but even the 
acquisition through diplomacy of legal titles to build the Jewish na¬ 
tional home in Palestine seemed pointless, if not worse, to this 
visionary. 33 If, nevertheless, he looked forward to a full-scale national 
restoration in Palestine, and if his vision was shared by many of the 
most ardent Zionist youth, this can only be explained on mythic 
grounds. That the mass of Jews could and would in the fulness of 
time be ingathered in Palestine under the conditions specified by 
Gordon’s doctrine was a belief of the same character as the Messianic 
doctrine of traditional Judaism. Yet the doctrine, no less than the 
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example, of A.D. Gordon was among the most effective forces uphold¬ 
ing Zionist elan in those days. 

Chaim Weizmann and the other leaders of Practical Zionism at 
the congresses were not visionaries of this order. They frequently 
preferred to call themselves “synthetic” or “organic” rather than 
“practical” Zionists, precisely in order to show that they did not 
repudiate political methods. They argued that just as legal titles 
gained by political activity could facilitate practical resettlement, so 
practical resettlement could establish the substantial claims in Pales¬ 
tine which alone could lead to real and permanent political victories. 
With such views, they could satisfy neither themselves nor their 
critics by sheer messianic faith, but were implicitly required to show 
concretely how, on their premises, the full solution of the Jewish 
problem would come about. To such a question, Weizmann in the 
days before the First World War could have given no other answer 
than the unsatisfactory advice of Nordau: Patience; wait for the 
appropriate opportunity. It is not surprising, then, that, finding him¬ 
self in England when the war broke out, Weizmann, the “practical” 
Zionist, immediately grasped the significance of the political oppor¬ 
tunity which now arose. 

The simplest way in which to conceive of the nature of the new 
opportunity was to assume that an alliance might be concluded be¬ 
tween Britain and the Jewish people in terms of their direct, mutual 
interests. The notion of such a compact had been a persistent theme 
in the tradition of British Christian Zionism. Even after it became 
the accepted policy to bolster the Ottoman Empire, and Jewish re¬ 
settlement was advocated as a means of strengthening rather than 
supplanting Turkey, it was implied that if the Ottoman Empire should 
nevertheless collapse, a strong Jewish community as its successor in 
Palestine would serve England as a reliable and grateful ally and a 
suitable buffer state for the defense of Suez. When Turkey’s adherence 
to the Central Powers finally destroyed the traditional British policy, 
this line of argument was picked up and presented with great vigor 
by C. P. Scott and Herbert Sidebotham of the Manchester Guardian , 34 
It also appealed not only to a man like Jabotinsky, who preferred to 
think in simplistic, categorical terms, but also, at first, to the subtle 
Weizmann. But, as Weizmann speedily discovered, it was not a line of 
argument that succeeded universally with the British, whose view 
of their own interests was, after all, decisive. As Weizmann said in 
reply to critics at the Twelfth Zionist Congress in Carlsbad: 

Two assumptions mainly determined the construction of our policy. The 
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first . . . was a coincidence of Jewish interests with the interests of that 
Power which today stands as Mandatory for Palestine, Great Britain. And 
since I am on this point, which I fear has been misunderstood by many, I 
should like to add a brief elucidation. If you think that this coincidence of 
interests is strategic, then you are building on a false assumption. If you 
think that we have undertaken to act as agents of English imperialist policy 
in Palestine and the Near East, then you are building on a false assumption. 
I will be even plainer. If it had helped, if it had helped the Jewish 
Palestine for us to serve English imperialist policy, I would have done so; 
and I believe that I could demand absolution for it from this Congress with 
a clear conscience. If you ask spokesmen of the English Navy or the English 
Army today, in ninety-five out of a hundred answers they will be against 
holding on to Palestine. So, let us not imagine ourselves to be the defenders 
of the Suez Canal. England has provided for that otherwise. 

But there is a different coincidence of interests . . . England, with its 
world-embracing view, understood sooner and more fully than any other 
nation that the Jewish problem lies like a shadow over the world and can 
become a tremendous force either for construction or for destruction . . . 
That is why it was not the English generals but the English intellectuals 
who were directly the foundation of our policy . 35 

It is possible to state Weizmann’s point in another way, which 
casts a somewhat different light on it. The Zionists, it may be said, 
went through a course of diplomatic education divided into three 
stages of sophistication. At the very first ventures into diplomacy of 
Weizmann, the practical Zionist, his pursuit of an agreement a deux 
between the Jewish people and the British Empire ran into the hard 
fact that British interests were tied up with intricate and extensive 
international combinations. To negotiate an agreement with Britain 
meant that the Zionists must take account of or come to some under¬ 
standing with many other interested parties. 

The effect of this realization, at first disconcerting, was then 
exhilarating. Not only did the Zionists find themselves credited with 
significant influence in America and in the Russian revolutionary 
movements. The old Zionist myth of a global reconciliation of the 
Jews with all the Gentiles revived with new vigor when the Zionists 
were required to win the agreement to their demands not of a single 
nation, but of a concert of nations, and thus to prepare their entry 
as a normal nation into the international family. In those days when 
it seemed that an international conscience would soon address itself 
to the liberation of all suppressed nationalities, the Zionists hoped that 
through the international solution of the Jewish problem they, too, 
would begin to share in a new global consensus. 

But the awakening was as rude as it was rapid. The Zionists found 
that the diplomacy to which they were invited consisted in a manage¬ 
ment of the balance of power much more than in an appeal to the 
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common conscience of mankind. They entered this arena, moreover, 
tagged as the client of Britain — even though Britain was ready to 
grant them no concessions, in the beginning, for which they did not 
first themselves obtain the assent of its Allies, and, above all, of 
France. The positions they won in this way subsequently became 
legal titles which they had to defend against Britain herself through 
an appeal to Western public opinion and to international tribunals. 

The first stage of sophistication began at a crucial meeting between 
Sir Mark Sykes and nine Jewish and Zionist leaders on February 7, 
1917. Two years of general propaganda and preliminary contacts had 
culminated months earlier in a kind of negotiation by which the 
British Cabinet had begun to take the Zionist aim seriously. Now the 
Zionists were shown a fairly detailed contour map of the diplomatic 
terrain they must traverse in order to reach their goal. Following is 
Weizmann’s account of Sir Mark Sykes’ presentation: 

Sir Mark began by revealing that he had long considered the question 
of Palestine and the Jews, and that the idea of a Jewish Palestine had his 
full sympathy; moreover, he understood entirely what was meant by “na¬ 
tionality,” and there was no confusion in his mind on that point. His chief 
concern, at the moment, was the attitude of the Powers. Sir Mark had 
been in Russia, had talked with the Foreign Minister, Sazonov, and anti¬ 
cipated little difficulty from that quarter. Italy, he said, went on the prin¬ 
ciple of asking for whatever the French demanded. And France was the 
real difficulty. He could not understand French policy. The French wanted 
all Syria and a great say in Palestine. We (the Zionists) would have to 
discuss the question very frankly with the French — and at this point we 
interrupted to say that “we” did not at all relish having to conduct such 
negotiations: that was the business of the British Government. Mr. James 
de Rothschild pointed out very correctly that if British Jews approached 
the French Government, the latter would get French Rabbis to press for 
a French Palestine. 

Sir Mark then went on to speak of the Arab problem, and of the rising 
Arab nationalist movement. Within a generation, he said, the movement 
would come into its own, for the Arabs had intelligence, vitality and 
linguistic unity. But he believed that the Arabs would come to terms with 
us — particularly if they received Jewish support in other matters'. Sir 
Mark anticipated the attitude of the greatest of'the Arabs, the Emir Feisal . 36 

The Zionists may not have relished at first the task Sykes assigned 
them, but they soon developed great enthusiasm for it. They did not, 
of course, enter upon this undertaking alone or unguided. The path of 
the Zionist emissary, Nahum Sokolow (1860-1936), in Paris and 
Rome, with French diplomats and Vatican authorities, was outlined 
and smoothed at every step by the advice and preliminary contacts 
freely supplied by Sykes. The Zionists discovered that when they 
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appeared as proteges of England, they met with quite a different 
response than when they had gone to European chancelleries alone. 
At first, it was the great advantages of this connection which im¬ 
pressed themselves upon them most forcibly; the disadvantages were 
to emerge later. Backed by England, the Zionists found themselves 
able to persuade France, Italy and the Vatican to make concessions 
about the territory of Palestine which the British were not ready to 
negotiate directly, whether in their own name or even on behalf of 
the Jews. 37 Moreover, the recognition thus given to Zionism by the 
Gentile world reinforced the Zionist position in the Western Jewish 
community, for outright opposition to Zionism began to look like 
opposition to the wartime policies of Western governments. Lastly, 
there was some confidence even in regard to those factors in the 
situation whom Weizmann and his colleagues were unable to reach 
as yet — the Russians and, above all, the Arabs; for Sykes gave 
assurance that he had taken preliminary measures, and made sure of 
probable consent. In the more doubtful case, that of the Arabs, he 
said he had already prevented incipient opposition to Zionism from 
being openly expressed; so that the way was clear for the Zionists 
to come to an agreement regarding Palestine by offering their help 
in regard to other Arab interests. 38 

The relationship between the Zionists and Britain, then, was any¬ 
thing but a clear bilateral agreement based on a well-defined quid 
pro quo. The Zionists soon realized that it was to be a relationship 
crucially affected by the whole web of agreements, ententes, and tacit 
understandings which united Britain with so many other interests; 
that the service Zionists could offer the British was as vague as the 
reward they could expect in return, both being best formulated in 
discreet generalities; and that it was a service not so much in relation 
to the direct war effort as to the strategic — that is, the moral — posi¬ 
tion of Britain vis-a vis its own Allies or potential Allies. Entering into 
the tangle of these relationships little by little as they learned about 
them through the effect on their own special interest, the Zionists 
found much to dismay them. But they also found that Britain looked 
favorably upon their efforts to change certain established relationships; 
for Britain was involved in compacts concerning Palestine which it 
also disliked but was unable to oppose effectively, either because it 
had originally agreed to them or because they concerned a foreign 
sovereignty. 

Thus the most obvious strategic gain to be hoped for from an 
understanding with the Zionists was a strengthening of pro-Allied 
feeling among Jews in America just before and just after its entry 
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into the war, or among Jews in Russia just before and just after the 
collapse of the Czar. In both countries, the Jewish community, from 
the British point of view, held positions of unofficial or even of official 
power that could be used, as Weizmann put it, “either for construction 
or for destruction. 55 The pro-German, anti-Entente sentiments which, 
it was feared, might prevail among Jews because of their feeling 
against Czarism could perhaps be counteracted or even overborne 
by a pro-Zionist declaration; and a Jewish consensus favorable to the 
Allies might have a significant effect upon the whole war effort of 
Russia and America. To be sure, such an analysis of Jewish influence 
was anything but certain, just as it would have been hard later to 
demonstrate conclusively the effect of the Balfour Declaration upon 
general public opinion in those countries. Even though Lloyd George 
was very generous — overgenerous, indeed — in his appraisal of the 
effect of the Balfour Declaration, 39 this was hardly the kind of clear, 
concrete service for which the Zionists could expect a clear, concrete 
reward. 

But there were more specific demonstrations of the importance 
Zionist initiative might have in improving the position of Britain in 
the Alliance. Weizmann has described one such incident as an opera 
bouffe intermezzo, 40 but, at the same time, it must have been a 
revelation to him of the nature and strength of his own position. In 
June 1917, while the negotiations for the Balfour Declaration were 
at their height, Weizmann learned from Brandeis of an American 
mission to the Near East. On inquiring at the Foreign Office, Weiz¬ 
mann was told that “attempts were being made to detach Turkey 
from the Central Powers.” 41 At about the same time, the Armenian 
nationalist, James Malcolm, heard it announced at a public meeting 
of the British pro-Turkish party in London that through the efforts 
of this group it was proposed “to approach certain Turkish politicians 
in Switzerland, with a view to a separate peace.” 42 Putting two and 
two together, Weizmann and Malcolm went to the Foreign Office 
in a vigorous joint protest against any idea of falling back on the old 
British policy of protecting the territorial integrity of the Ottoman 
Empire. Weizmann, in particular, pointed out that there had already 
been German proposals to the Zionists to obtain broader rights within 
the Ottoman Empire, and if the British were to propose no more, the 
balance of Jewish sentiment might swing toward the German, not 
the British, side. As a result of these representations, Weizmann 
received satisfaction in a peculiarly significant manner. Not only was 
any British initiative toward a separate peace with Turkey within 
its old frontiers firmly disavowed both privately and publicly, but 
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the Foreign Secretary, Mr. Balfour, sent Weizmann himself to join 
the American commission as the British representative. His instruc¬ 
tions were to talk to Mr. Morgenthau, [the American commissioner], 
and keep on talking till I had talked him out of this mission.” 43 

Even before this, the Zionists had had proof, on a far more 
significant point, that by exerting the strength they now learned they 
possessed they could, in certain matters, alter the shape of the postwar 
settlement to their own advantage. Whatever the facts of the case, 
it was the retrospective — and, for that matter, the contemporary — 
opiniori of other interested parties that the Foreign Office used the 
Zionists as a convenient instrument by whose means (as Lawrence 
put it in a different connection) they could “biff” the French out of 
Palestine. 44 George Antonius makes the categorical assertion that 
British imperialistic designs on the territory adjoining the Suez Canal 
were the essential reason for the Balfour Declaration. 45 Against this 
thesis Christopher Sykes marshals impressive evidence to show that 
up to and even after the issuance of the Declaration, leading British 
statesmen involved in the negotiations suggested America as a man¬ 
datary and even countenanced talk of France as a possible alternative 
to Britain. 46 But if Antonius proves too much, Sykes overdoes the 
disproof. The whole tradition of British policy firmly opposed the 
entrenchment of France in Palestine, and the evidence cited by Chris¬ 
topher Sykes does not suggest any change in this attitude. On the 
other hand, it is clear that for Britain to set up its own claim to 
Palestine in direct opposition to the French was a matter of extreme 
delicacy at the moment. The British undoubtedly preferred to have 
such a demand come from the Zionists; and Balfour, it seems, would 
really have liked to interpose America. At any rate, the Zionists them¬ 
selves had obviously become aware by the time of Sykes’ February 
1917 briefing, that they could venture to question any arrangements 
that might have been discussed between Britain and France for the 
postwar administration of Palestine. They no longer feared that it 
would be regarded as ultra vires for them to make independent sug¬ 
gestions, as an interested party, in this matter, and, in particular, to 
propose Britain as the new power administering Palestine. 

Thus, the first Zionist memorandum, of October 1916, had not 
ventured to propose any arrangement of its own but merely assumed, 
in its introductory paragraph, that “Palestine will come under the 
Suzerainty or the protection or within the sphere of influence of 
Great Britain or France or under the joint control of both govern¬ 
ments.” 47 But the Jewish negotiators at the February 7, 1917 meeting 
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each in turn addressed Sir Mark Sykes with insistent arguments 
against an international administration or a Franco-British condomin¬ 
ium in Palestine, and strongly urged British control of Palestine and 
protection of the Jewish National Home. They proposed that only the 
Holy Places should be internationalized, and that French and Russian 
influence extend over these religious sites alone. They were already 
able to argue then, as they continued to do afterwards, that Zionists 
in other countries, and above all the influential American Zionists, 
were “in favour of a British protectorate, and utterly opposed to a 
condominium.” 48 This attitude the Zionists, alone among all parties 
concerned in the postwar disposition of Palestine, maintained publicly 
and consistently from that day to the day Britain assumed the 
Mandate. They were convinced that their attitude had been a factor 
of critical importance in giving Britain a legal foothold in Palestine, 
an area where it was evident that, whatever its public professions, 
Britain desired not only to deny control to the French but to exercise 
control itself for as long as possible. 

Of course, the Zionists throughout the world did not raise their 
voices on behalf of Britain as the administering power in Palestine 
simply because they wished to gain an advantage for the British 
Empire that London was too shy to claim for itself (nor, for that 
matter, did the British actually obtain the Mandate without hard 
bargaining with the French on their own behalf). 49 The Zionists 
had what they considered good and valid reasons for objecting to an 
international administration, with the insuperable complications that 
could be expected from such an arrangement, or to French administra¬ 
tion, which they openly said probably would be less than efficient and 
would favor the assimilation of the territory to the culture and com¬ 
munity of France. The American Zionists, too, knew quite well how 
little their own country was really inclined to undertake colonial 
responsibilities so far afield. 50 England, with its already well-established 
tendency toward indirect rule and loose ties permitting diverse na¬ 
tionalities to find room for free development under the Crown, seemed 
to the Zionists objectively the most suitable power for their own 
aims, quite apart from the fact that British arms would probably 
occupy the country at the war’s end. Thus, when the Zionists took 
and maintained the initiative in seeking Britain as the ruling power 
in Palestine, it was their own purposes, and not merely Britain’s, they 
felt they were serving. 

They also found that they must, and, what is more, that they 
could with good effect, fight for their own interests against British 
commitments that stood in the way of Zionist needs. At the February 
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7, 1917 meeting neither Sykes nor Herbert Samuel would say anything 
specific about the already concluded Sykes-Picot agreement, but the 
geographical boundaries which Sykes proposed for the Jewish National 
Home reflected its provisions. The Jewish representatives at once 
reacted strongly against northern boundaries, adapted from the Sykes- 
Picot agreement, which would have cut Jewish settlements in the 
Galilee out of the territory of Palestine. They also objected to Sykes’ 
proposal to salvage for international administration not only the Holy 
Places but the city of Jerusalem together with a corridor from Jaffa 
to Jerusalem containing even older Jewish agricultural settlements. 51 
Two months later the Zionists obtained specific information on the 
Sykes-Picot agreement. Dr. Weizmann found an occasion soon after¬ 
wards for a full discussion of the matter with Lord Robert Cecil, the 
Assistant Secretary for Foreign Affairs. He explained in emphatic 
terms the Zionist objections to the territorial boundaries laid down 
in the Sykes-Picot agreement and to the internationalization of Pales- 
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tine, which in effect meant establishing an Anglo-French condominium. 
He argued for a single Power, and specifically for a British Protector¬ 
ate; and, in reply to Cecil’s leading question, he went into detail 
about the reasons which caused the Zionists to reject France and 
prefer Britain as the protecting Power. The upshot of the interview 
was a suggestion by Cecil that Weizmann go to Palestine and Syria. 
Weizmann reports: 

I answered that I was prepared to make the trip — if my work at the 
Admiralty would permit it — but only with the understanding that I was 
to work for a Jewish Palestine under a British protectorate. Lord Robert 
Cecil agreed to this view. He saw the difficulties of the situation, but sug¬ 
gested that it would help a great deal if the Jews of the world would 
express themselves in favour of a British protectorate; to which I answered 
that the task of mobilizing this opinion was exactly what I was prepared 
to undertake; and it would be in pursuance of such a task that I would go 
to Palestine . 52 

In 1917, leading Arabs had long been aware in a general way of 
Franco-British negotiations for the postwar disposition of Ottoman 
territory. The terms of the proposed agreement were drawn up, from 
the beginning, in a way which the British hoped, on the basis of 
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continuing contact with Arabs, would meet the demands of their 
projected Arab alliance. 53 At the very time of Weizmann’s compact 
with Cecil to undo the Sykes-Picot treaty, Sykes and Picot were visit¬ 
ing Cairo and Jeddah together, in order to acquaint Syrian and 
Sherifian Arab leaders more specifically with their agreement. The 
Arabs made no move at that time to contest the proposed division 
of the Ottoman realm, but rather came to an understanding with the 
French about the method of its application. This did not mean, how¬ 
ever, that they were ready to accept it as anything more than a pro¬ 
visional arrangement. Thus, according to an Arab report: 

There came to Cairo in [April-May 1917] one of the Arab leaders who 
were with the Amir Faisal. We found him convinced that the King had 
agreed with the English and the French over their plans for Syria and Iraq. 
I again heard the same story a month later from another Muslim who was 
connected with the secret societies. Others who were in Amir Faisal's 
entourage have informed us that they saw a letter from his father to him, 
mentioning the same thing and giving as a reason for his consent that 
France would guard the Syrian coast for him till the Arab state could 
acquire a navy capable of defending it, and that France would pay a 
stipulated sum to the Arab state every year so long as she occupied the 
coast. 54 

When reminded by Hogarth in January 1918, that England’s policy 
in the Middle East was based on its alliance with France as well as 
with the Arabs, King Hussein merely made a joking reference to the 
Fashoda incident. His acceptance of the Sykes-Picot terms, as he 
had no hesitation in suggesting to the British emissary, was given 
in the expectation that France and Britain would fall out sooner or 
later, and the Arabs would gain even better terms from their friends, 
the British. 55 It was an expectation in which Hussein must have been 
encouraged by the anti-French spirit he could easily have observed 
among his British advisers. 

The interest of the Zionists in revising the Sykes-Picot arrange¬ 
ments and their readiness to take the initiative in this matter was 
no doubt the basis for the British belief that, under their tutelage, 
Jews and Arabs could come to terms. The British and the Arabs, too, 
were dissatisfied with the treaty, though neither were prepared to 
oppose it openly at that time. As the war drew to a close and all 
concerned with the disposition of the Ottoman Empire began a 
feverish jockeying for position, this common interest of the British, 
the Zionists, and the British-sponsored Arabs was developed into a 
rough-and-ready agreement for cooperation in the postwar peace 
conferences. 
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IV 

The maneuvering which was required of the Zionists in order to 
gain their ends in the peace conference was, then, a standard exercise 
in political tactics. But none of those who worked together to under¬ 
mine the Sykes-Picot agreement regarded this enterprise as an ordinary 
matter of Realpolitik. On the contrary, the Sykes-Picot treaty itself 
was condemned as a piece of old-style power politics which had 
prejudiced the postwar settlement. The campaign to revise it was 
conducted in a spirit of reform, and everyone who cooperated in it 
felt that he was defending not merely a selfish interest but the prin¬ 
ciples of a new and better world order. This was true not only of 
the Americans, who could offer their Fourteen Points in blithe dis¬ 
regard of secret agreements to which they had never been a party. 
Sykes and other British Arab experts, who had had much to say in 
the evolution of the Franco-British-Arab understandings, were equally 
enthusiastic about upsetting them in favor of grand new designs all 
their own. 56 The Zionists, too, while seeking their immediate ends, 
shared in the visions both of a Wilson and a Sykes, so akin to their 
own idealized myth. 

In America the Zionists under Brandeis felt themselves to be part 
of a world-wide movement of national liberation arising under the 
aegis of Wilsonian democracy. Brandeis actively aided the causes 
of Czech, Polish, Armenian, and other suppressed nationalities who 
fought for their freedom. 57 In cooperation with Eastern European 
Jews, the Zionist-minded leaders of the American Jewish Congress 
sought national minority rights for ethnic groups residing in countries 
outside the center of their national sovereignty; and Jewish delegations 
became a leading force in the early postwar cooperation of small na¬ 
tionalities interested in minority rights. 58 Brandeis' influence was 
powerful enough in American postwar planning, in which he was 
one of Wilson s closest advisers, so that the scholars who briefed the 
American delegation drew up a plan for Palestine fully in accord 
with Zionist demands. 59 The American Zionists, then, had reason to 
feel that their own cause, the repatriation of an exiled people and the 
restoration of its sovereignty in its ancient homeland, was a natural 
and well-established part of the general design for national liberation 
that was to emerge in the peace. 

On the British side, too, the Zionists had no sooner begun seriously 
negotiating with Whitehall than they found themselves associated 
with other suppressed nationalities in a broad design for a better 
postwar world. Moreover, the design was more concretely tailored 
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to the specific area of the Middle East than the general principles of 
the Americans. Weizmann came to the Foreign Office with Malcolm, 
an Armenian nationalist, in order to discuss matters of fundamental 
importance to both liberation movements. Through Sykes, and later 
through Ormsby-Gore, Clayton, Storrs, Lawrence, and other Britons 
they found themselves discussing with Arab leaders not only their 
claims on Palestine but the future prospects of the Arab kingdom 
and the way to overcome the obstacles, such as the Sykes-Picot agree¬ 
ment, which confronted both Jews and Arabs at the Peace Conference. 
The letters and protocols which record the rapprochement between 
Weizmann and Frankfurter and the leader of the Arab delegation, 
Feisal, not only outline an agreement for establishing Jewish and Arab 
“areas” and jointly demarcating the boundaries between them, nor do 
they simply seal a compact for mutual support in the Peace Confer¬ 
ence. There are also statements of the affinity that was felt to exist 
between the two movements. When Feisal said, “We are working 
together for a reformed and revived Near East, and our two move¬ 
ments complete one another. The Jewish Movement is national and 
not imperialist. Our Movement is national and not imperialist, and 
there is room in Syria for us both. Indeed, I think that neither can 
be a real success without the other,” 60 a sanguine Zionist could be 
excused for hoping that what had been achieved was not only a 
political but an ideological understanding with the Arabs. The theses 
of such an understanding included these propositions: that the Jews 
were not a foreign Western element, but brother Semites returning 
to their home in Asia; that the form of their resettlement, not as an 
upper stratum of administrators, planters, and exploiters but as a 
working community aiming to become native, guaranteed that they 
bore none of the taint of imperialism and its associated ills; and that 
consequently they could serve as a bridge to convey to the Arab 
East the skills and resources of Western civilization, in a form already 
assimilated to a Semitic culture, instead of as a bridgehead for deposit¬ 
ing its raw, undigested mass as an incubus upon the Arabs. 

The euphoria of such vague and sentimental generalities could 
hardly survive the first contact with the Peace Conference in Paris. The 
victorious Alliance was breaking apart into barely suppressed rival¬ 
ries, while its erstwhile foes showed a surprising capacity to regain 
lost ground at the expense of one or another of the contending 
Allies. Americans, who held aloof from these rivalries and fought 
nobly for their vision of a Wilsonian new freedom for the world, were 
without the authority of solid support in their own country. And 
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instead of the meek — the aggrieved and silenced oppressed nationali¬ 
ties with nothing but their just claims to lean upon — the bold, the 
shrewd, and the realistic seemed likely to inherit the earth. 

The Balfour Declaration and the supporting statements by Allied 
governments gave the Zionists an uncommonly strong semilegal, 
semimoral basis for claiming a more concretely legal charter for their 
further work. But when they came to press this claim they found 
that the circle of those upon whose political favor they could depend 
had shrunk alarmingly. The general ideology of a global liberation of 
suppressed nationalities proved an unreliable support for Zionist de¬ 
mands. The suppressed nationalities whose cause prevailed were those 
who proved able to defend what they effectively occupied, while 
others who had no more to rely on than the sympathy of the world, 
or of some of the Allies, like the Georgians, the Armenians, the Kurds, 
or Assyrians, were unable to make good their claims. 61 The Zionists, 
moreover, had a claim which made more than ordinary demands upon 
the imagination as well as the conscience of the world. They asked to 
be restored to a land on the basis not of effective occupation but of 
an ancient historic title. The doctrine of self-determination, on the 
face of it, opposed rather than supported such a demand; unless, of 
course, one were prepared for the effort of imagination required by 
the extraordinary case of a landless people whose opportunity for 
self-determination depended on being restored to a country of which 
not they but others were in effective occupation. The Zionists found 
that such imagination, though not lacking when the problem was 
posed in a general way before the peace settlement had become an 
immediate problem, faltered when put to the test of final decisions. 
The pro-Zionist sentiments of the Americans, for example, proved 
vague; and a sharp anti-Zionist tendency developed among them 
justified precisely in terms of the doctrine of self-determination. The 
Americans, in any case, soon eliminated themselves as a dominant 
force in framing the terms of the Palestine Mandate (except in defense 
of their own commercial and other direct interests) when the American 
Senate and electorate successively repudiated Wilson. 62 As for the 
French — or, for that matter, the Italians — the tie between Zionism 
and Britain made them distinctly unfriendly to the cause of the 
Jewish homeland. 63 

Least effective of all was the relationship the Zionists hoped to 
build between themselves and certain of the Arabs. The Hejaz leaders 
who were presented by the British as spokesmen of the Arab cause 
commanded nothing like solid support among their supposed con¬ 
stituents. Even before the war ended, the British Foreign Office, in 
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June 1918, had to issue a statement in order to allay fears that the 
rule of the Sherifian dynasty would be imposed upon Syria against 
the popular will. 64 At the Peace Conference France was able to 
produce a Syrian delegation of its own which opposed the rule of 
British-sponsored Feisal in Damascus and demanded an independent 
Syria, including an autonomous Jewish national home in Palestine, 
under French protection. 65 In the following year, while the Mandate 
for Palestine was still being drafted, the Hashemite dynasty was 
ejected from Damascus by the French. The assumption upon which 
the Zionists, no less than the British, had relied, that Feisal could 
speak as the authoritative voice of Arab nationalism, was thus totally 
destroyed. But even before the collapse, Feisal’s position was suf¬ 
ficiently insecure so that he had to consider carefully the effect of 
his compacts with the Jews upon his prestige among the Arabs. Ac¬ 
cordingly, the documents to which he signed his name were exceed¬ 
ingly cautious and imprecise, and he contradicted in one breath what 
he implied in the last. Thus, to the formal agreement concluded with 
Weizmann on January 3, 1919, Feisal added (as an afterthought?) a 
condition written in his own hand: 

If the Arabs are established as I have asked in my manifesto of January 4th 
addressed to the British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, I will carry 
out what is written in this agreement. If changes are made, I cannot be 
answerable for failure to carry out this agreement. 66 

Hashemite representatives, as we have seen, had taken a similar 
attitude in accepting Franco-British agreements which they expected 
would probably be set aside at a later stage of political development. 
The Arab position on Palestine was defined by Hashemite spokesmen 
from an early time in terms of more or less the same implied reserva¬ 
tions. In the Sykes-Picot agreements Palestine is set aside as an area 
of international interest in whose administration the Sherif of Mecca, 
as well as Russia and the other Allies, were to be consulted. 67 In 
the same vein, Feisal at the Peace Conference declared that Palestine, 
because of its universal character, was not to be included in the 
area for which the recognition in principle of Arab independence 
was then demanded. Its administration was to be considered as a 
separate matter by all parties interested; including, of course, the 
Arab nationalists. 68 Thus while it was conceded that Palestine should 
not at the outset be declared a part of the Arab Kingdom that was 
to be established, at the same time a continuing interest of Arab 
nationalists, among others concerned, was asserted. This left open 
the possibility of claiming Palestine for the Arab State if the appro- 
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priate occasion arose at a later stage of development. Such a claim 
had already been implicitly asserted by King Hussein in the reserva¬ 
tions concerning Palestine which he hinted to Commander Hogarth 
when the latter called to explain the Balfour Declaration in January 
1918. Hogarth undoubtedly knew what was in the Arab monarch's 
mind when he “agreed enthusiastically” to the Jewish national home 
formula. Since, as Hogarth noted in his report, he was not instructed 
to tell Hussein the British had determined to create a Jewish state 
in Palestine, he could let the Arab hope that the Jewish national home 
would end as part of the Arab Kingdom, just as the Jews could hope 
it would end as an independent commonwealth. 69 

The rivals of the Sherifians among Arab representatives in the 
early postwar period, and particularly the Syrian nationalists, were 
by no means so circumspect on the subject of Palestine. The French- 
sponsored Syrian committee demanded that a clear political connec¬ 
tion between Palestine and Arab Syria be proclaimed at once, instead 
of being held in reserve as an Arab claim not specifically ruled out 
by the proposed Mandate. 70 This kind of demand was easier for 
French-sponsored Syrians or for Syrians renouncing all mandates, 
British or French, than it was for the British-sponsored Feisal. If 
Palestine were to be attached politically to an Arab state in 1919, 
it would have to be to Syria, whether under French mandate or 
under an independent Arab regime. For Palestine to be assigned 
otherwise, one had to argue, in opposition to these Syrian Arab 
nationalist claims, either that its “universal character” demanded an 
international administration or that the Jewish national home required 
Britain as a mandatary. Nevertheless, Arab nationalist opposition to 
the Jewish demands he had recognized caused Feisal after only two 
months to record his reservations as explicit rather than tacit conditions. 
He gave an interview to a French newspaperman in which he was 
reported as saying that “if the Jews desire to establish a state and 
claim sovereign rights in the country, I foresee and fear very serious 
dangers and conflicts between them and other races.” The Zionists at 
once protested, and were reassured by Feisal’s secretary who said the 
interview was in error, since the Emir had only stated his fears that 
“if the Zionists wished to found a Jewish state at the present moment, 
they would meet with difficulties from the local population.” 71 How¬ 
ever, in subsequent years when the Hashemite position was pro¬ 
gressively weakened, Hussein reverted to a position similar to that of 
the Syrian nationalists. Not long before his expulsion from the Hejaz 
by Ibn Saud, the King of the Arabs rejected a proposed Anglo-'Hejaz 
treaty, because the British refused to substitute the wording of Ho- 
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garth’s interpretation of the Balfour Declaration to him (stipulating 
that the Jewish national home policy must be “compatible with the 
freedom of the existing population, both economic and political”) 
for the wording of the Declaration itself (“nothing shall be done 
which may prejudice the civil and religious rights of existing non- 
Jewish communities in Palestine”). In order to make quite clear what 
he meant, King Hussein offered a counterdraft, in which 

... he proposed that Palestine be constituted into an independent 
state with a national government representing all the inhabitants, including 
the Jews; that it be expressly allowed the faculty of joining a federation of 
Arab states; and that its “political and economic freedom” must in no sense 
or degree fall short of that of the other Arab states. 72 

If such a position had been taken at the Peace Conference, it 
would have made utterly impossible the cooperation of Arab and 
Jewish opponents of the Sykes-Picot agreement that was there ar¬ 
ranged with British advice. The Zionists might, for the sake of coopera¬ 
tion, agree to a formula that did not specifically guarantee the creation 
of a Jewish Commonwealth if only it did not rule it out. They could, 
therefore, not agree to a formula that specifically destined Palestine 
to be attached to an Arab state, because this meant to preclude a 
Jewish state at the outset. It was only because both Jews and Arabs 
were allied to the British that an acceptable formula was obtained. 
That formula was suited above all to make the British task at the 
moment easier: for by suppressing the question of the ultimate polit¬ 
ical destiny of Palestine and gaining agreement between Jews and 
Arabs on a provisional basis, it promised to give the immediate task 
of governing Palestine a foundation in the consent of the governed. 
It was an agreement, moreover, which presumed the indefinite con¬ 
tinuation of Britain as a mediator between the two, for to leave the 
two parties to manage their relationship alone meant to raise ultimate 
questions on which they were not agreed. 

Thus, in the period of the Peace Conference, the Zionists found 
themselves thrown back more and more upon the British. It was a 
position whose disadvantages they speedily realized. It meant that, 
with the subsidence of the wartime urgency for assuring Jewish 
sympathy with the Allies, not only did the fundamental Christian 
and particularly Catholic antipathy to Jewish restoration in the Holy 
Land revive; but added to it was suspicion of the Jews in Palestine 
as British agents that estranged the French, Italians, and others. 
Even more oppressive was the sense of being at the mercy of the 
British in arrangements where the British had other than Jewish 
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claims to satisfy. As early as March 20, 1917, Weizmann wrote to 
Scott, concerning his relations with Sir Mark Sykes: 

I cannot help feeling that he considers the Zionist scheme as an ap¬ 
pendage to the bigger scheme with which he is dealing, the Arab scheme. 
Of course, I understand that the Arab position is, at present, much more 
important from the point of view of the immediate prosecution of the war 
than the Jewish question, which requires a rather long view to appreciate 
its meaning; but it makes our work very difficult if, in all the present 
negotiations with the Arabs, the Jewish interests in Palestine are not well 
defined . 73 

The anxiety expressed here became more rather than less acute at 
the end of the war. In Palestine the Zionists saw their claims resisted 
by British authorities on the legalistic grounds of the Hague Conven¬ 
tion, that required a military occupation to respect the status quo 
ante. 7 * No such scruples prevented the same occupation authorities 
from encouraging similar Arab claims in Damascus in spite of vehe¬ 
ment protests from the French. Not only Lawrence but Allenby and 
the Foreign Office as well cooperated in the military and political 
arrangements that sought to convert into specific commitments and 
secured positions the general promises to the Arabs. 75 It became 
essential, then, for the Zionists, too, to convert the general phrases of 
the Balfour Declaration into something more specific and more bind¬ 
ing. This was accomplished during the Peace Conferences by the 
negotiations through which the terms of the Mandate were hammered 
out; and in these negotiations the Zionists had to obtain, primarily 
with the support of Britain, specific legal titles for the claims they 
would subsequently have to make, primarily against Britain, before 
the tribunals of international organization and public opinion. 



9 THE MANDATE FOR PALESTINE: 
FORMULATION AND 
INTERPRETATION, 1918-1936 


The Jewish national home, whether as a strict legal conception or 
a symbol rich in the associations of the Zionist myth, is inherently 
connected with the aim of solving the Jewish problem. But only the 
Zionists, even among Jews, fully accepted the idea that the restoration 
of some form of Jewish sovereignty in Palestine would solve the Jewish 
problem; and they, too, had different conceptions of what the primary 
significance of the problem was and how, consequently, it was to 
be solved. Jewish non-Zionists doubted that the Jewish national home 
need, or could, solve the Jewish problem, but they could not deny, 
with total consistency, that there was a positive relationship between 
the two. In moments of critical ideological controversy, to be sure, 
they propounded anti-Zionist arguments to prove that the national 
home was a threat to Jewish interests rather than a solution of the 
Jewish problem. But upon the conclusive settlement of the contro¬ 
versial issues, they reverted to the position adopted by the consensus 
of the Jewish community: the value of the national home for solving 
immediately pressing aspects of the Jewish problem could not be 
denied; nor could its mythic appeal as an expression of immemorial 
Jewish longings be repressed. 

The international Gentile consensus which vaguely recognized 
that there was a Jewish problem, and that the Jewish national home 
was an act of justice because it was designed to solve that problem, 
was essentially the consensus, or the conscience, of the Western 
World. Even in 1918-1919, when a shared search for national status 
made Jews and Arabs talk in terms of Semitic brotherhood and poli¬ 
tical cooperation, the Arab and Moslem world never perceived the 
Jewish question as a question of conscience: that is, as its own prob¬ 
lem. Arab spokesmen declared their sympathy for Jewish sufferings 
the like of which they averred they, too, had suffered; but this was 
by no means an act of contrition. It meant no recognition of a duty to 
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redeem the Jews from the unhappy position of a subject minority in 
the Islamic world. The suffering that evoked Arab sympathy was 
conceived as something that Christians, and not Moslems, inflicted 
upon the Jews. When they had to describe their own treatment of 
the Jews, the Arabs would refer to their generous grant of Islamic 
protection to a people persecuted by European unbelievers, thus 
appropriating a stereotype based on Ottoman history. 1 Such a view of 
the relations between Jews and Moslems made it difficult to accept 
Jewish sovereignty in Palestine as the solution of a universal Jewish 
problem, since that involved recognizing an Islamic Jewish problem. 
While a European Jewish problem was recognized by the Arabs, 
they denied the justice of solving it by granting Jews sovereignty 
in Palestine where it would derogate from Arab sovereignty. 

Accordingly, even when special political circumstances induced 
Feisal to enter into an agreement with Weizmann, the understanding 
did not assume the Jewish problem as its ethical, mythic framework. 
There was no implication, as there was in Christian endorsements of 
the Balfour Declaration, that a reconciliation was achieved that atoned 
for the injuries one side had suffered at the hands of the other. The 
framework was that of a consensus between brother peoples, both 
seeking from men of good will in the Christian world their liberation 
and revival. Only the Jews tacitly assumed that the Jewish problem 
existed in the Moslem world, too, and consequently expected that the 
scope of the national home would be measured by the need to solve 
the Jewish problem universally. The Arabs tacitly assumed that the 
welcome they extended to the Jews was not an act of reparation, 
obligatory under conscience, but an act of gratuitous benevolence. 
The measure of the Jewish national home for them was the extent 
to which it served or at least did not hamper their own national 
aims. But, the clauses of the Palestine Mandate inherently contained 
as their measure of the national home its relation to the Jewish prob¬ 
lem. Consequently, when Arab national aims were specifically con¬ 
fined to Palestine, they could no longer accept this document as the 
basis of any possible agreement with the Jews. 

It is true, of course, that an attitude in many respects similar to 
that of the Arabs was common among Europeans as well. The Jewish 
problem which the national home was expected to solve was quite 
frequently conceived as the problem not of one’s own Jewish com¬ 
patriots but of Jews in other European countries. But a feeling of 
guilt accompanied the view that other Christian nations, even if not 
one’s own, were abusing the Jews; for the roots of the abuse, and of 
the Jewish problem, could not be separated from the Christianity 
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which was the common heritage of all of Europe. Thus even when 
disavowing direct responsibility for the Jewish problem that the 
national home was intended to solve, European nations perceived the 
restoration of Jewish sovereignty in the ancestral Jewish home as an 
act of contrition and of reparation to which they were justly, even if 
vicariously, obligated. 

Acts of contrition and reparation in political history, when reduced 
to legal forms, often lose touch with their original ethical frame of 
reference. In Palestine, moreover, the Jewish claim upon the con¬ 
science of the mandatary could be neutralized by another claim of 
conscience, the duty to the Palestinian Arabs, which, too, was em¬ 
bodied in the legal forms of the Mandate. By cancelling out the 
reference to the Jewish problem in this way, the Mandate government 
could reduce its task — in conception, at any rate — to the normal 
dimensions of a locally defined administrative situation. The history 
of the Mandate, accordingly, became, from the Jewish point of view, 
a continual struggle to reassert, by an appeal to international opinion, 
the relationship of the Jewish national home to the global Jewish 
problem. The mandatary, on the other hand, tended to suppress 
that relationship by interpretation and the Arabs by outright rejec¬ 
tion of the provisions of the Mandate. 

I 

The yardstick by which it is natural to measure the legal titles 
provided in the Mandate for the development of the Jewish national 
home is, of course, the draft for a charter drawn up long before by 
Herzl. Taking this as their model in 1918-1920, the Zionists would 
have found a number of significant changes which the altered 
situation immediately suggested. First, there was no longer any need 
to include provisions for relieving the financial embarrassments of the 
suzerain of Palestine, for it was not a quid pro quo of this kind that 
had induced Great Britain and its Allies to promise to establish the 
Jewish national home. Secondly, the authority of the new mandatary 
in Palestine was not conceived as permanent and unconditional, like 
Ottoman rule, but was of a provisional kind; as was, for that matter, 
the theoretical suzerainty over the territory which, according to some, 
was reposed in the new League of Nations. 2 Consequently, it was not 
only possible but necessary to make far bolder Jewish claims to 
ultimate sovereignty in Palestine — for, if not the Jews, then the Arabs 
would ultimately fill the legal vacuum caused by the provisional 
suspension of the anticipated national sovereignty in Palestine. 
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Thus, the earlier negotiators — Montefiore and Oliphant as well 
as Herzl and Wolffsohn — stressed the recognition of Ottoman suze¬ 
rainty and conceived Jewish sovereignty in Palestine in terms of a 
far-reaching local autonomy. The general object of these programs 
was to give the proposed Jewish Company freedom of action to 
develop Palestine, unhampered by the insecure tenure of power 
common to the Ottoman system or by the exactions of officials whose 
authority from time to time extended over the Holy Land. This 
general purpose was adequately secured, in 1919-1920, by the very 
plan to establish Palestine as a separate Mandate. Accordingly, while 
the political provisions desired in the Mandate instrument reflected 
the earlier drafts in other respects, they were framed from a different 
perspective. Time, not space, was the important dimension. The 
object was to define the status toward which Palestine must ultimately 
be raised, rather than to single out for it a special status within a 
territorial complex to which it belonged. 

These two changes — the elimination of one of Herzl’s provisions 
and the inclusion of a provision he had omitted — were demanded 
by the new situation even in terms of the most rigorous political 
Zionism. But Weizmann and his friends were Practical Zionists; and 
they had witnessed the effective revival of spoken Hebrew and the 
beginnings of a rounded Jewish community anchored in a new Jewish 
farming and workers’ class. They sought Mandate provisions which 
would safeguard these achievements, too, as valuable instruments 
and expressions of the Jewish will to sovereignty. With these additions 
and omissions, the Zionists, in their negotiations conducted with 
Britain concerning the clauses of the Mandate, attempted to obtain 
powers that closely resembled the Herzlian idea of the charter. 

A new emphasis was evident in the efforts to obtain satisfaction 
on one matter to which Herzl had given little real weight when he 
included it as a point in his negotiations with the Sultan. In arguing 
against the small-scale colonization conducted by his predecessors, 
Herzl employed a striking illustration of the difference between their 
conceptions; he said that the kind of settlement he had in mind 
was such as would naturally be defended by its own armed forces. 3 
And, indeed, he included Jewish armed forces among the proposals 
he wished to lay before the Sultan. But he did so in a spirit which 
makes this demand appear far from essential to his immediate tactical 
design. He noted in his diary that he made this demand precisely 
because he expected it to be denied. Herzl feared that the Sultan 
might accept all the major elements of his plan, and that the Zionists 
would then find they could not, after all, produce the funds they 
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promised. But if, at the same time, the Sultan rejected the minor 
demand for Jewish armed forces, this would give Herzl an opportunity 
to withdraw from the arrangement more gracefully and with more 
credit than if he had to admit his own financial incapacity. When he 
was in a position to reopen negotiations with assured financial back¬ 
ing, he could then present it as a concession on his part to waive the 
demand, in the beginning, for the creation of a Jewish armed force. 4 

The ideas of a Jewish army and a Jewish militia had greater 
significance in Zionist diplomatic designs during the First World 
War. When Jabotinsky and Weizmann or Pinchas Rutenberg (1879- 
1942) and David Ben-Gurion took up the idea of a Jewish Legion 
in the Allied armies, they had the same tactical model in mind 
as did some of the Britons who organized the Arab Revolt, or the 
French and Italian leaders who pressed for the inclusion of their 
units in the army that was to drive the Turks out of the Levant. 
Cavour’s maneuver to gain representation and rewards for Italy at 
the peace conference by sending a small force to participate in the 
Crimean War was the classic pattern which they all sought to emulate. 
In the case of the Jews, moreover, maintaining a Jewish battalion 
as an organized force in Palestine after the war was important not 
only for the implied political recognition but for sheer security in the 
face of threatened Arab violence. 

Only the Arabs were able, with the full cooperation of the British, 
to follow Cavours example with any significant success. The Italians 
and French were represented at the Peace Conference, since they 
had had a major share in the fighting in other sectors. But their 
relatively feeble efforts to bolster up their claims in the Levant 
by a show of military participation in that arena were rebuffed and 
their token forces were kept well in the background by British 
policy. 5 The Jews, too, were able to present their demands at the 
Peace Conference and to obtain important rights and titles. But this, 
it was made clear, was the result of Zionist diplomacy in England 
and America and of the international situation in the spring of 
1920 that made Britain desire a continued entente with the Zionists. 
On the other hand, the fate of the Jewish armed forces in the 
Mediterranean theater served only to demonstrate to the Zionists 
the weakness of their position in the combinations of British policy, 
both during the war and, even more sharply, after it. 

The first attempt at a Jewish Legion, made in 1915 by a group 
of Jewish refugees in Alexandria who had been expelled from Pales¬ 
tine by the Turks, led to results that could not be accepted by politi¬ 
cally oriented Zionists. The British would agree only to establish a 



THE MANDATE FOR PALESTINE 


293 


Jewish unit not specifically assigned for service in Palestine and con¬ 
stituted in the modest form of a labor corps. Since he had hoped to 
obtain political credit by a symbolically striking military demonstra¬ 
tion, Jabotinsky rejected the plan. The Zion Mule Corps was founded, 
nevertheless, through the efforts of Joseph Trumpeldor (1880-1920) 
and participated in the Gallipoli campaign with credit to its members. 
It could have no significant political effect, despite a certain amount 
of publicity given it. 6 

Jabotinsky's campaign to organize a more impressive Jewish Legion 
was finally approved by the British in the summer of 1917, when the 
government was also considering its intended pro-Zionist Declaration. 
Jewish battalions were organized in Britain and America in time to 
participate in Allenby’s Palestine campaign and in Palestine in time 
to participate in the postwar occupation. The appearance of these 
Jewish units, with their political implications, was no more welcome 
to the staff and political officers of the Egyptian Expeditionary Forces 
than the prospect of French and Italian army units with similar 
implications; for the local staff strategy had adopted the Arab Revolt 
as its chosen instrument whereby to gain British objectives in the 
area. They did not bear gladly the folly, as it appeared to them, of 
the politicians in London who wished to fasten the Jewish units upon 
them as a political encumbrance. The men and officers of the Jewish 
battalions were made to feel staff displeasure in the most pointed 
fashion, particularly by the suppression of any notice of them calcu¬ 
lated to stress their connection with Zionist aims. 7 

The impression which then took root among Zionists, and partic¬ 
ularly Palestinian Jews, that they had an enemy in the staff officers 
of the British army in Egypt and in the Arab experts delegated from 
service in Egypt to administer Palestine became a fixed opinion in 
the period of the military government in Palestine. Having failed to 
manage Jewish participation in the Palestine campaign in such a 
way that it would achieve political goals, like the Arab Revolt, the 
Zionists hoped for greater success in the postwar period. They worked 
hard to maintain the Jewish battalions as a force-in-being that could 
support the promise of the Balfour Declaration and also provide a 
more effective defense for the Jewish community than the prewar 
organization of settlement guards. Circumstances seemed to favor 
such plans. With the approval of the government in London, an 
international Zionist Commission had been despatched to Palestine 
in the spring of 1918. This, together with specific instructions from 
the War Cabinet, seemed to make the staff in Egypt more responsive 
to the official Zionist policy. 8 Also, the demobilization of older units 
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at the end of the war left the Jewish battalions, especially the Ameri¬ 
cans and Palestinians, a significant fraction of the dwindling force 
available for occupation duties. However, such use of the Jewish 
battalions in Palestine was resisted on political grounds by the staff 
in Cairo, just as it was pressed on political grounds by the Zionists. 9 
During the unsettled and violent days of military rule in 1919 and 
1920, and in the first year of civil administration, the Jewish battalions 
did contribute to the safety of the community on repeated occasions, 
but only in the face of staff opposition. The political consequence was 
that the idea of a Jewish military force as a part of the Mandate 
scheme was officially repudiated through such measures as the dis¬ 
bandment of the battalions, and the forced departure of the Jewish 
officers who most prominently defended the Legion as a symbol and 
guarantee of the ultimate political significance of the Balfour Declara¬ 
tion. 10 

The three-day pogrom behind the walls of Jerusalem in April 1920 
sealed with mythic effect the conclusion drawn by the Jewish con¬ 
sensus that the military government was anti-Zionist and more than 
slightly anti-Semitic. Not only the attitude of the authorities to the 
Arab rioters before, during and after the attacks but their attitude to 
the attempted Jewish self-defense reinforced this impression. The 
Jewish legionaries were confined to barracks during the attack and 
those who had already arrived in Jerusalem were rounded up by 
military police. The Jewish militia then being organized in Jerusalem, 
with the knowledge of the authorities, was barred from entering the 
Old City during the pogrom; and Jabotinsky and others of its leading 
members were arrested and, after a secret trial before a military 
tribunal, were sentenced to long-term imprisonment. 11 

Another event, shortly before, also made an impression of mythic 
force. This was the desperate defense of the Jewish settlements in 
the Upper Galilee, where the withdrawal of British occupation forces 
and the failure of the French to substitute effectively had left con¬ 
ditions of anarchy. This, too, was a defeat for the Jews, but in effect 
it was a moral victory. The 1920 Jerusalem pogrom and the 1921 
Jaffa riots had essentially negative effects. The Jewish consensus 
learned not to rely on official goodwill in pursuit of its aims. Thus, 
the community despaired of achieving an officially recognized militia 
as part of the Jewish national home policy under the Mandate. From 
the defense of Tel Hai, crowned by the heroic death of Trumpeldor, 
the Jewish consensus derived a legendary positive example of pride 
and self-reliance. The mythic effect of this episode was not impaired 
by the fact that the settlements in Upper Galilee beyond the line of 
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British occupation had to be abandoned after the fight at Tel Hai. At 
the first opportunity, months later, the area was resettled as a point 
of honor. The emotional conviction behind the doctrine of self-defense, 
with or without official recognition, which was inspired by the myth 
of Tel Hai was reinforced by an ideological rationale. The community 
became convinced that only because of the existing Jewish settlements 
in Upper Galilee and the independent Jewish defense of Tel Hai was 
the northern boundary of Palestine finally fixed so as to include the 
eastern source of the Jordan River. 12 

One effect of these events was to turn the Jewish consensus against 
Jabotinsky’s rational ideology. His views became a minority opinion, 
capable only of voicing the resentments of the people against the 
hardships encountered in its chosen way but not of leading them in 
a different way. The British refusal to set up a Jewish garrison for 
all of Palestine or an official Jewish police force for the defense of 
the settlements meant that the Palestine police force which was set 
up became overwhelmingly Arab instead. The same was true, for 
that matter, of virtually all the government services, especially health 
and education. The government not only used the relative proportions 
of the Arab and Jewish populations as a guide in apportioning its 
services, but budgeted for a scale of wages and a level of services 
adapted to an Arab rather than a Jewish standard of living. Few 
Jews could be employed and few Jews served at such a level. The 
official Zionist spokesmen protested against this outcome, demanding 
a fairer proportion of government employment and government serv¬ 
ices and an administrative policy geared to what Palestine had to 
become, not to the backward conditions it had to overcome. The Re¬ 
visionists, for their part, gained the applause of an irritated public 
by voicing the same demands more radically, and also by blaming 
the official Zionist policy for the development of the existing situation. 
But at the same time, the consensus of Jewish opinion in Palestine 
after 1921 consistently relied on its own independent efforts and 
autonomous institutions to do whatever the Mandate government 
failed to do for the education, health, and defense of the community, 
and for the growth of the Jewish national home. The same attitude 
was adopted as a more or less articulate line of policy by the Zionist 
leadership in response to the position taken by the British in the 
formative years when the Mandate was drafted and the boundaries 
of Palestine marked out. 

Whether or not it is true that the inclusion of one of the sources 
of the Jordan within Palestine’s frontiers was a consequence of the 
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defense of Tel Hai and the resettlement of the Jewish colonies in 
the north, there is ample evidence that the boundary in question 
was claimed and obtained by the British in virtue of their undertaking 
to establish the Jewish national home. When Lloyd George struck his 
bargain with Clemenceau in November 1918 for a British instead of 
a Franco-British regime in Palestine, he demanded the Biblical bound¬ 
ary “from Dan to Beersheba”; 13 and this, too, was the phrase used 
by Lord Curzon to delineate the proper bounds of the Holy Land. 
The Jewish national home was to be a modern replica of the Promised 
Land; and on the strength of this historical argument the boundary 
of Palestine would have to be extended northward beyond the de¬ 
marcation line of the Sykes-Picot agreement. Balfour at the Peace 
Conference considered that the British demands concerning the 
northern boundary of Palestine could not and should not be defended 
against the French on strategic grounds. The convincing arguments 
for a boundary including the whole of the Jordan in Palestine were 
the needs of the Jewish national home. In order to have resources 
sufficient to allow it to perform its proper function in solving the 
Jewish problem, Palestine needed control of the Litani and Jordan 
waters as well as agricultural land east of the river, short of the 
Hejaz railway line. 14 The point was made even more significantly 
by Forbes Adam, one of the British experts at the Peace Conference 
charged with preparing a draft Mandate. The differences between the 
British and French over the Palestine boundary, he said, came to a 
difference over the definition of the Jewish national home. 

(2) From the general tenour of these discussions it seems obvious that 
the French and British conflict of opinion on this matter fundamentally 
arises from their different interpretations of the declaration as to a national 
home for the Jews, to which both Governments, in company with the 
Italian and U.S. Governments, have subscribed. The French Government 
interpret this declaration as a promise to protect and somewhat extend 
the existing Zionist colonies (M. Berthelot repeatedly spoke of “les 
colonies Sionistes existantes”) .... 

(4) On the other hand the British Government by their support of 
Zionism have to a much greater degree accepted the natural implications 
which Zionists give to the declaration of a National Home, i.e., an 
attempt to make Palestine a state in its natural geographical and historic 
frontiers and by gradual immigration and special economic facilities to 
turn this state into a Jewish state. Only time and experience can show 
how far the Zionist aspiration is realisable; while it is not expected that 
Palestine will ever be able to give a home to all the Zionists in the world, 
it is thought that eventually some three (3) million instead of the present 
60,000 Jews may be able to settle, and that hope and self-respect may 
be given to a large part of Eastern Jewry who can never actually go to 
live in Palestine. 
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Behind British policy, therefore, is the recognition of the principle of 
Jewish nationality, which is the essence of Zionism and the intention to 
lay in the Turkish Peace Settlement the foundation for the reconstruction 
of a Jewish Palestine, as of an Armenia for the Armenians. 

(5) If this aspect of British policy is to be fulfilled it is obvious that 
the frontiers of Palestine must be drawn on the same sort of principles 
as those of other reconstructed countries. It also seems clear that some 
such frontiers are required in order to give that impetus and encourage¬ 
ment to Zionists, at this crisis of their fortunes, which will enable them 
to secure the right number of suitable immigrants and the large sums of 
money essential to the success of their cause. 15 

The British position, as defined above, reflected the letter and 
spirit of the memorandum submitted to the Peace Conference by 
Zionists. Under the heading of “The Historic Title of the Jews to 
Palestine,” this Statement of the Zionist Organization regarding 
Palestine declared: 

The claims of the Jews with regard to Palestine rest upon the following 
main considerations: (1) The land is the historic home of the Jews; there 
they achieved their greatest development; from that centre, through their 
agency, there emanated spiritual and moral influences of supreme value 
to mankind. By violence they were driven from Palestine, and through 
the ages they have never ceased to cherish the longing and the hope of 
a return. 

(2) In some parts of the world, and particularly in Eastern Europe, 
the conditions of life of millions of Jews are deplorable. Forming often 
a congested population, denied the opportunities which would make a 
healthy development possible, the need of fresh outlets is urgent, both 
for their own sake and in the interest of the population of other races, 
among whom they dwell. Palestine would offer one such outlet. To the 
Jewish masses it is the country above all others in which they would 
most wish to cast their lot. By the methods of economic development 
to which we shall refer later, Palestine can be made now, as it was in 
ancient times, the home of a prosperous population many times as 
numerous as that which now inhabits it. 

(3) Palestine is not large enough to contain more than a proportion 
of the Jews of the world. The greater part of the fourteen millions or 
more scattered through all the countries must remain in their present 
localities, and it will doubtless be one of the cares of the Peace Conference 
to ensure for them, wherever they have been oppressed, as for all peoples, 
equal rights and humane conditions. A Jewish National Home in Palestine 
will, however, be of high value to them also. Its influence will permeate 
the Jewries of the world, it will inspire these millions, hitherto often 
despairing, with a new hope; it will hold out before their eyes a higher 
standard; it will help to make them even more useful citizens in the lands 
in which they dwell. 16 

The same Britons who so pointedly recognized the connection 
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between the Jewish national home and the Jewish problem when 
seeking to gain more generous boundaries for Palestine from the 
French were extremely cautious about the use of terms that would 
suggest a British guarantee for the actual realization of the Zionist 
goal in Palestine. If we may abuse a phrase that was popular in 
Zionist debates on a similar topic, they considered Britain responsible 
for creating Bedingungen but not Dinge: the conditions for a Zionist 
solution of the Jewish problem, not the solution itself. In defining 
the boundaries of Mandated Palestine, the powers of the Jewish 
Agency, and the rights of the Palestine Jewish community and the 
global Jewish people, the British statesmen were prepared to bear 
in mind the requirements necessary for mass immigration and for an 
ultimate Jewish majority and Jewish state in Palestine. They would 
undertake to provide the necessary conditions. But Britain would not 
explicitly commit itself to bring about the mass immigration and 
resettlement of Jews in Palestine and the creation of a Jewish majority 
and a Jewish state in Palestine. That was for the Jews to attempt 
and for time and events to determine. 

The distinction that it was sought to establish here was a difficult 
and, as it turned out, a slippery one. If the Mandate were to specify 
only the conditions for achieving the Zionist goal, not the goal itself, 
then only the means would appear as the letter of the law. Respect 
for the spirit of the law would then depend on continued British 
sympathy with the unspecified end, the Zionist goal. Weizmann and 
his colleagues, even while negotiating the terms of the Mandate, 
already knew enough of the anti-Zionist temper of the local adminis¬ 
tration in Palestine to fear this prospect. They wanted the letter of 
the law to be sufficiently explicit to make the Zionist goal unmistakable 
in the Mandate. At the same time, their pro-Zionist British friends 
not only insisted on a Mandate which specified conditions rather than 
results, but they also expected official Zionists to ease the task of the 
local British administration by restraining the Jewish people and 
especially the Palestine community from what they considered exces¬ 
sive demands. Only on these terms would they agree to a British 
Mandate at all. These were the most important counterbalanced pres¬ 
sures whose resultant — only achieved after years of revision — was 
the Palestine Mandate. 

The excessive Zionist demands that Weizmann was expected to 
suppress were nothing but a direct logical application, in terms of 
instruments, of the fundamental Zionist principles that statesmen 
like Balfour — or Wilson — were themselves ready to accept as a valid 
goal. The ethical basis of the Balfour Declaration, transposed into 
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Wilsonian terms, might be stated in the following manner: The Jewish 
people, like other historic nationalities, has a right to self-determina¬ 
tion. The Jews, having been exiled from their ancestral homeland, 
cannot effectively exercise their right to self-determination until 
restored to sovereign possession of their country. Ergo, the Jews are 
entitled to the sovereign possession of Palestine. The subordinate 
clauses that were appended to the Balfour Declaration had the follow¬ 
ing significance, in terms of this scheme: Other legitimate rights 
existed which might conceivably be affected by restoring Jewish 
sovereignty in Palestine. The restoration should be so conducted that 
these would not in fact be adversely affected. This was entirely 
possible, moreover, since the rights in question, by definition, were 
not incompatible with Jewish sovereignty in Palestine. 

These were the principles which some Zionists, particularly the 
Palestinians, sought to embody in proposals that would directly 
symbolize, as well as implement, the fundamental intentions of the 
Balfour Declaration. They proposed accordingly that Palestine be 
governed, under British authority, by a representative council in 
which the Jewish people throughout the world, ultimately to constitute 
a majority in Palestine, should have a voice, side by side with the 
delegates of the settled Jewish and the Arab population; that the 
country be referred to by its Hebrew name Eretz Israel and its flag 
be the Jewish flag of the Zionists; and that Hebrew and Arabic be 
the official languages. 17 

None of these hopes could be countenanced by the British; and 
there was nothing the pro-Zionists among them wished more ardently 
than to have Zionist demands of this kind silenced. Western pro-Zionist 
public men, though not yet attacked as subservient to a Zionist 
electorate, even then had to defend themselves against the charge 
that sentimental sympathies for the Jews were blinding them to the 
cold realities of their own national interest. Colonel Meinertzhagen, 
posted to Cairo as political officer with Zionist support, felt obliged 
to preface one of his reports with a frank statement proving himself 
conscious of what others might consider his bias. He began, he in¬ 
dicates, as something of an anti-Semite, like anyone else, but was 
won over by what he saw in Palestine and became an ardent Zionist: 
an avowal of possible bias and a suggestion of willingness to guard 
against it which were much appreciated by the chill intelligence of 
Lord Curzon. 18 Lord Balfour himself was provoked at the Peace 
Conference to an indignant protestation that his Declaration had 
not been an act of sentiment but a war measure; and in despatches 
he follows the admission that he is "an ardent Zionist” with instruc- 
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tions to defer Zionist requests. 19 Lloyd George, while always attesting 
a genuine sympathy for the Zionist idea, ascribes the timing, if not 
the origin, of the Balfour Declaration to the need for Zionist services 
(which he rated as highly effective) in rallying Jewish support for 
the Allied war effort. 20 

The Britons in official positions who were friends of Zionism found 
themselves on the defensive. It follows that they could not withstand 
protests from the man on the spot in Palestine contending that Zion¬ 
ist demands and demonstrations were arousing the Arab populace 
and making their task of governing the country acutely difficult. The 
pro-Zionist Britons in London and Paris expected men like Weizmann 
and Brandeis to silence such inconvenient demands and demonstra¬ 
tions. They had proved their friendship for Zionism by forcing the 
local administration to give recognition to moderately formulated 
Zionist demands. The most emphatic demonstration of this attitude 
was the replacement of the Military by a Civil Administration in the 
spring of 1920, shortly after Britain was named mandatary but before 
the Mandate itself was approved. Sir Herbert Samuel, a Jew and a 
friend of Zionism, became High Commissioner, and Norman Bentwich 
and A. M. Hyamson were nominated to high positions in the Ad¬ 
ministration. The British expected the Zionist leaders, in return, to 
come to terms not only with the British officials in Palestine but also, 
as far as possible, with the Arabs, and to silence whatever Zionist 
demands and demonstrations they had to in order to achieve this. 21 

These were tasks that Zionist leaders like Weizmann and Brandeis 
did, indeed, accept. Weizmann began very early to discourage de¬ 
mands for an explicit promise of a Jewish state, and Brandeis after 
San Remo virtually declared the political era of Zionism to be sus¬ 
pended. Weizmann managed to transfer liaison with the government 
from more doctrinaire to more elastic Zionist officials, and Brandeis 
proposed a clean sweep of the old-line Zionist leadership, including 
especially those who were most rigid in their demands. Weizmann 
also went to great pains to appease the Arab leaders and assure them 
that the Zionists did not demand immediate preponderance in the 
government of Palestine. 22 The Jewish officers in the British adminis¬ 
tration in Palestine also strove to accomplish a task for which as Jews 
they were well qualified: to hold in check the pressure which Jews 
might bring to bear against the administration. They took this assign¬ 
ment seriously enough not only to win the applause of a veteran 
of the Military Administration like Sir Ronald Storrs but to incur the 
criticism of a moderate official Zionist like Colonel Frederick Kisch, 
who was equally intent on holding the Jewish public in check in 
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order to achieve harmonious cooperation with the Mandate govern¬ 
ment. 23 

The Zionist leaders were simultaneously engaged in a protracted 
campaign of negotiation with British statesmen and of pressure 
against them in order to establish definitively a political framework 
for the Jewish national home which would permit it, not only in 
name but in fact, to solve the Jewish problem. The growing opposition 
to Zionism in the immediate postwar era made it obvious that specific 
safeguards in the Mandate were necessary for this purpose. All those 
who had concurred in issuing the Balfour Declaration now began 
to waver. The French were hostile, and the Italians, on behalf of 
the Vatican, raised objections to Zionism itself in connection with 
their demands for satisfactory Mandate provisions regarding the Holy 
Places. The same Wilson who had been so useful, in his offhand way, 
in obtaining the Balfour Declaration now caused a quasi-plebiscite 
to be organized by an American Commission, a procedure which 
implied that the Zionist policy announced for Palestine was anything 
but a “chose jugee” The local British administration could only be 
brought to permit the publication of the Balfour Declaration in 
Palestine by specific instructions from above. Consequently, the Zion¬ 
ists had to seek positive indications, if not guarantees, in the Man¬ 
datory instrument that Jewish sovereignty was the aim of the Mandate; 
or at least to avoid formulas which either explicitly or by their 
potential application foreclosed this aim. 

The history of these negotiations falls into two parts. During the 
first period, until the San Remo conference, the nomination of Britain 
to be the mandatary in Palestine still remained uncertain. In the 
second period, the bargaining position of the Zionists was weakened 
because this point was already decided. 

n 

Proposals for the Palestine Mandate were drafted by American 
and British Jewish leaders like Felix Frankfurter and Herbert Samuel, 
working with committees of Zionists from all over the world assembled 
in Paris and in London. At the specific demand of the British — and 
American experts who annotated one document were equally hostile 
— certain proposals demanded by the Zionist public were omitted 
from the official draft. Among these were provisions calling for an 
ultimate Jewish majority and a Jewish flag in Palestine, for representa¬ 
tion of the world Jewish people, and for a Jewish chief and a majority 
of Jewish officials in the Palestine government. 24 On the other hand, 
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the official Zionist drafts tried persistently to insert new phraseology, 
supplementing the wording of the Balfour Declaration, and clearly 
disavowing certain restrictive interpretations of the Declaration which 
were already being voiced. Efforts were made to indicate that the 
whole of Palestine, and not some part of it, was to be the site of the 
Jewish national home; that what was contemplated was the national 
home of the Jews, and not a national home such as they might be 
said to have in Poland, if granted national minority rights; and that 
this home should ultimately take the form of an autonomous Jewish 
commonwealth. To establish the basis for such demands it was 
sought, moreover, to have the Mandate state that the international 
community recognized the historic title of the Jewish people to 
Palestine. 25 

The Zionist drafts also concerned themselves with the specific 
rights and powers needed for carrying out an aim such as theirs. If 
they wished to follow precedent, the Zionists had two logical alter¬ 
natives. They could center their demands on a wide grant of authority 
to themselves, following Herzl’s conception of the chartered company; 
or they could rely on the Mandatory administration and its laws, in 
the way they had thought might be done during the Young Turk 
days. In neither case could the historical model be closely followed. 
Even in miniature, the achievements of the era of Practical Zionism 
had suggested new uses for Jewish autonomy and different forms of 
Jewish autonomy to add to the Herzlian conception. On the other 
hand, if the general policy of the Mandatory government were to be 
relied on (as Jabotinsky proposed), not merely abstract principles 
of liberal democracy but a regime of sponsored development could 
surely be demanded from the country that had issued the Balfour 
Declaration, and was now to put it into effect as the trustee of the 
Jews and representative of the international community. 

The official Zionist proposals for a Mandate instrument did not 
choose one or the other abstract possibility, for the situation they 
faced allowed for no clear choice. Britain would neither agree to 
permit such dominance of a Jewish Agency in the government of 
Palestine as was contemplated in Herzl’s idea, nor would she specifi¬ 
cally obligate herself to create a Jewish majority and a Jewish state 
in Palestine. Under the circumstances, the Zionist drafters sought to 
obtain as much scope as possible for Jewish autonomy in furtherance 
of their national aim and, at the same time, to commit the Mandatory 
government as far as possible to cooperate toward the same end. 

Since it was impossible to claim a share for world Jewry in the 
government of Palestine as a whole, the autonomous rights conceded 
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to the Jewish community in Palestine became even more important, 
symbolically as well as materially. The embryonic commonwealth 
doubly represented by the Palestine community and the world-wide 
Zionist movement needed recognition of its historic legitimacy, and 
it needed, also, the conditions for fostering its national individuality 
and its rapid growth. Accordingly, the Zionist drafts demanded 
recognition of Hebrew as an official language and of the Jewish 
Sabbath and Holy Days as legal days of rest; progressive recognition 
of local self-government as communities proved able to exercise it, and 
autonomy for Jewish educational institutions to be administered by 
the Jewish community and the world Zionist movement; and, es¬ 
pecially, recognition of a Jewish agency, entitled to cooperate with 
the government in bringing in and settling Jewish immigrants and 
authorized to obtain concessions on a preferred basis for developing 
waste lands and other natural resources. 

At the same time, the Zionist drafters sought to commit the 
mandatary itself to policies which, without guaranteeing it, would 
provide suitable conditions for the achievement of their aim. They 
proposed that the Mandate government be obliged to promote the 
immigration and resettlement of Jews in Palestine, in cooperation with 
the Jewish Agency, and to facilitate the acquisition of Palestinian 
citizenship by Jewish settlers. The government was to be instructed in 
the Mandate to adopt economic policies such as would favor the 
intensive development of the country, as required by the Zionist 
plan; and when Zionist development had made this possible, the 
mandatary was to transfer all authority to the people of Palestine 
as a self-governing commonwealth. 

A final major provision which the Zionist drafters proposed at 
an early stage was a specific delineation of Palestine’s frontiers. This 
was still another question on which Herzl had permitted himself 
to be both elastic and vague, concentrating as he did on the primary 
question of the recognition in principle of Jewish sovereignty over 
some territory. Under the postwar conditions, it was necessary to 
have firm and definite assurances on this point. Not only did the 
Zionists now face the problem of actually accommodating from three 
to six million Jews in a country poor in land, water, and mineral 
resources. They also had to devise specific plans for accomplishing 
this without detriment to the rapidly multiplying Arab population. 
Whether Palestine would ever become a Jewish commonwealth at 
all or whether the Jewish national home would remain no more than 
another Jewish national minority, seemed to depend on success or 
failure in dealing with both tasks simultaneously. 
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The Zionists approached the question of boundaries with a back¬ 
ground of forty years of colonizing under the Turks. The following, 
they had concluded, were the conditions which determined what 
boundaries were needed to make possible the Jewish commonwealth: 
The country was poor and unbalanced in land and water resources, 
and had no significant minerals or fuels. Moreover, Jewish resettle¬ 
ment had been accompanied by an unprecedented growth of Arab 
population in the same restricted area. This had already led to a 
sharp rise in the price of land and to political clashes, going beyond 
the accustomed quarrels between neighbors or between settlers and 
Bedouin in Palestine. Under these conditions, the successful establish¬ 
ment of the Jewish commonwealth without detriment to the Arab 
population could only be achieved by a far more intensive use of 
Palestine’s cultivated land, requiring greater water and power re¬ 
sources, and by opening up new, unused tracts of land capable of 
producing cereals economically. 

More specifically, it required that Palestine include on the north 
the outlet of the Litani River, as well as the entire Jordan River, 
from its sources in the southern slopes of Mount Hermon. It required 
the cereal growing lands from Mount Hermon south, east of the 
Jordan, including the falls of another stream, the Yarmuk. This area 
might make Palestine self-sufficient in bread grains, and provide a 
land reserve for the expansion of the farming population and the 
resettlement of tenants from lands west of the Jordan which the Zion¬ 
ists might wish to convert to irrigated or other intensive crops. For 
the same reasons, and in order to exploit the commercial potentialities 
of a land bridge between the Mediterranean and the Red seas, a 
southern boundary from Akaba to El Arish in Sinai was required. 
In this southern area, as in the Hauran and Transjordan plains and 
the Jordan Valley, were to be found unused state lands which could 
be developed by the Zionists without exorbitant payments to absentee 
landlords and without arousing the resistance of tenants, whom even 
compensation and the prospect of resettlement on equivalent lands 
elsewhere could not always persuade to leave their holdings peace¬ 
ably. 26 

In the first phase of the drafting of the Mandate, up to the San 
Remo Conference of April 1920, the Zionist negotiators found their 
British counterparts quite understanding, in spite of the generally 
adverse political conditions under which Zionism labored. In the 
second phase, after Britain had been accorded the Mandate for 
Palestine, the Zionists had to appeal to public opinion and use other 



305 


THE MANDATE FOR PALESTINE 

available pressures in order to salvage as much as possible of their 
draft. 

Weizmann himself valued the recognition of the “historic connec¬ 
tion” of the Jews with Palestine as a decisive achievement. It was 
not recorded in the Mandate without difficulty, however, nor without 
modifications of the Zionist draft. The Zionist drafters repeatedly 
asked for recognition of the “historic title” of the Jews, which justified 
reconstituting Palestine as their National Home. According to Weiz- 
manns report, Curzon rejected this phrasing, “remarking dryly: ‘If 
you word it like that, I can see Weizmann coming to me every other 
day and saying he has a right to do this, that or the other in Palestine! 
I wont have it!’ As a compromise, Balfour suggested 'historical con¬ 
nection/ and 'historical connection it was.” 27 

But it did not go quite so simply. In the drafting suggestions of 
Forbes Adam, composed as an alternative to the Zionist draft of 
1919 several months before the San Remo Conference, there was a 
reference to the Jewish “historical connection” with Palestine. 28 In 
the San Remo Conference no more was decided than the assignment 
of the Palestine mandate to Britain with the proviso that the man¬ 
datary would put into effect the Balfour Declaration, whose main 
clauses were repeated, and appoint a special Commission, under a 
chairman named by the Council of the League of Nations, for “all 
questions and claims relating to the different religious communities.” 29 
In spite of this renewed international commitment to the Balfour 
Declaration in the very instrument that awarded the Mandate to 
Britain, agitation against Zionism continued, culminating about two 
years later in a vote by the House of Lords (though not, of course, 
the Commons) to revoke the Balfour Declaration. The chill in the 
atmosphere surrounding Zionism had already made itself felt much 
earlier and in more influential quarters. On June 10, 1920, shortly 
after the San Remo Conference, the Foreign Office, with Curzon rather 
than Balfour as the final arbiter, issued the first official British draft 
for the Palestine Mandate. It omitted reference not only to the 
“historic title” but to the previously acceptable “historic connection” 
of the Jews with Palestine. Only through long and strenuous efforts 
were the Zionists able to restore the acknowledgment of an “historic 
connection” in the Preamble of the Mandate as submitted to the 
League of Nations on December 6, 1920. 30 

Other Zionist proposals had a history of similar vicissitudes. The 
Zionist drafters repeatedly proposed phrases like the “establishment” 
or “reconstitution of Palestine as the Jewish national home,” and 



306 


ZIONISM & INTERNATIONAL COMMUNITY 


statements recognizing that a Jewish commonwealth was the ultimate 
aim of the Mandate, or even a specific stipulation that the Mandate 
must be so administered as to achieve this goal. By these provisions 
they sought to rule out hostile interpretations, based on the Balfour 
Declaration’s wording — a national home for the Jewish people in 
Palestine — which might restrict the national home to part of Palestine 
or to autonomy instead of sovereignty as an ultimate status. So, too, 
they drafted provisions which tended to oblige the mandatary to 
establish local self-government and communal autonomy at once, ex¬ 
panding them progressively, and to recognize the country as a self- 
governing commonwealth when Jewish immigration and development 
had created the necessary conditions for a Jewish state. 

In the negotiations before San Remo, the British accepted a clause 
which stated that a recognized “historic connection” gave the Jews 
a claim “to reconstitute Palestine as their national home (Erez 
Israel ) ” 31 The Zionist provision calling for a self-governing common¬ 
wealth to develop out of the growth of the Jewish national home was 
also accepted, though mention of a “Jewish commonwealth” had to be 
suppressed on pain of British refusal of the Mandate. After San Remo, 
the whole paragraph in which the Zionists sought to revise the wording 
of the Balfour Declaration was simply dropped. Concerted Zionist 
efforts succeeded only in restoring, in the Preamble of the Mandate, 
the original wording of the Balfour Declaration (not the proposed 
revision), together with a reference to the “historical connection of the 
Jewish people with Palestine and to the grounds for reconstituting 
their national home in that country.” As for self-government, the 
British confined their commitment to “the development of self-govern¬ 
ing institutions,” not a “self-governing commonwealth.” They also 
changed the construction of the sentence to take this clause out of its 
significant relationship with the establishment of the Jewish national 
home and leave it hanging midway between the Mandatory obliga¬ 
tions to establish the Jewish national home and to safeguard “the 
civil and religious rights of all the inhabitants of Palestine, irrespective 
of race and religion.” 

The Zionist drafters fared somewhat better in those sections where 
they proposed to create conditions for autonomous cultural institutions 
and economic organizations that should constitute and enlarge the 
framework of the Jewish national home. Before San Remo, Zionist 
demands for an option for the Jewish Agency to take up concessions 
for waste lands, water and power development and other utilities, 
and for the recognition of Jewish cultural autonomy and the Jewish 
holidays were well received. In the British official draft drawn up 
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after San Remo all these provisions were suppressed. But the final 
text of the Mandate recognized in more or less general terms the 
obligation to facilitate immigration and resettlement and the acquisi¬ 
tion of citizenship by Jews, and to safeguard at the same time the 
civil and religious rights and general welfare of the non-Jewish 
communities. 

In all drafts for the Palestine Mandate, the rights of the non- 
Jewish communities were more or less plainly distinguished from 
the rights of self-determination and the promise of national sovereignty 
characteristic of other “A” Mandates, which were outlined in the 
fourth paragraph of Article 22 of the Covenant of the League of 
Nations. Article 22 itself was drawn up by some of the same men who 
were chiefly responsible for the Jewish national home policy. Its 
general purpose was to proclaim the principles of ultimate self- 
determination and of government by consent of the governed for the 
benefit of the mandated peoples and to establish the rules of trustee¬ 
ship as a guiding principle for the mandataries. 32 In the Palestine 
Mandate, Article 22 is referred to generally in the Preamble as the 
occasion for granting a Mandate for Palestine, and its eighth paragraph 
is referred to specifically as the basis for the right of the Council 
of the League of Nations to define explicitly “the degree of authority, 
control or administration to be exercised by the Mandatory.” 33 But 
both Article 22 and the references to it in the Palestine Mandate were 
phrased, certainly by design, in a way which could forestall an appeal 
against the Balfour Declaration on the grounds that the existing 
majority of the population was entitled to veto the establishment of 
the Jewish national home. 

Article 22 was formulated in what have been called “studiedly” 
general terms. Some of its paragraphs referred in particular to coun¬ 
tries stated to be virtually ready for self-government, others to areas 
stated to require Mandatory supervision for an indefinite time. The 
general clauses of the Article, and especially its third and eighth 
paragraphs, made ample provision for such exceptional cases as the 
Jewish national home or the nation of Armenia, which were of par¬ 
ticular concern to one of the authors of the Article, J. C. Smuts. 34 
These cases required a form of self-determination that recognized 
the superior claim of an exiled or refugee nation whose extremity of 
national need and recognized historical connection with a country 
ought to override the opposition of hostile neighbors in and around 
it or of the established majority in it. In spite of the relative political 
maturity of the populations involved, the grant of territorial self- 
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government in such countries would have to await the solution of 
the primary problem. 

When Article 22 was referred to in the instruments governing 
the postwar disposition of liberated parts of the Ottoman Empire, 
it was done in a way which expressed the intentions of the authors 
to make it cover radically different cases. Thus, the Treaty of Sevres 
made a pointed distinction in referring to Article 22 in its provisions 
concerning Syria and Mesopotamia, on the one hand, and Palestine, 
on the other. In the former case, the fourth paragraph of Article 22 
was specifically cited, and, in language echoing that paragraph, it 
was stated that Syria and Mesopotamia were to be “provisionally 
recognised as independent States subject to the rendering of adminis¬ 
trative advice and assistance by a Mandatory until such time as they 
are able to stand alone.” The provision regarding Palestine refers 
generally to Article 22, without mentioning its fourth paragraph, and 
instead incorporates the language of the Balfour Declaration (as had 
the agreement of San Remo) in its instruction for the future con¬ 
stitutional arrangements of the country. 35 So, too, in the Mandates 
for Syria and Lebanon and for Mesopotamia, the Preamble cites the 
fourth paragraph of Article 22 specifically; and the body of these 
Mandates provides for carrying out the aim of this paragraph as a 
primary objective. In the Palestine Mandate, on the other hand, 
Article 22 is referred to twice in the Preamble — one general and one 
specific reference, but to the eighth not the fourth paragraph. Pro¬ 
visions for carrying out the Balfour Declaration appear as the primary 
objective in the body of the Mandate. 36 Lord Balfour, then, was well 
justified when he replied on June 21, 1922, in the House of Lords to 
contentions that Article 22 of the League Covenant stood opposed to 
the terms of the Palestine Mandate. 

When my noble friend tries to maintain the paradox that the Powers who 
adopted the Mandatory system, the Powers who laid down the lines on 
which that system was to be carried out and have embodied it in the League 
of Nations, and have set going Governments in different parts of the world, 
who are at this moment carrying out the mandatory system, are so ignorant 
that they do not know their own child, and are violating all their principles 
when they establish the policy of a Jewish Home in Palestine, I think my 
noble friend is not only somewhat belated in his criticism, but is asking us 
to accept a proposition which, as men of common-sense, we should certainly 
repudiate. 37 

If, then, the British draft and the final approved text carefully 
avoided anything in the nature of a guarantee that the Mandate 
would culminate in a Jewish state or a Jewish commonwealth, they 
were framed with equal care to avoid any guarantees to non-Jewish 
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political claimants that could preclude the ultimate establishment of 
a Jewish state or a commonwealth. The Palestine Mandate has been 
accused both of mutually contradictory provisions in favor of Jews 
and of Arabs and of being obscure and ambiguous in its terminology. 
The first of these charges is evidently unwarranted; but precisely in 
order to avoid contradictions, without giving the Jews the specific 
guarantees that they desired, the British draft necessarily resorted to 
obscure and ambiguous phrasing of the provisions in favor both of 
the Jewish people and of the non-Jewish communities in Palestine. 
The unequivocal meaning of these phrases could only be made clear 
experimentally, in the course of Zionist efforts to take advantage of 
the opportunities offered them. 

One vital condition which would determine what the Zionists 
could make of the national home, and for which they had proposed 
specific provisions to be included in the Mandate, was the extent of 
Palestine's boundaries. These were left undetermined in the Mandate 
text approved by the League of Nations on July 24, 1922. However, 
negotiations between France and Britain and political developments 
from 1918 to 1921 had established the major outlines of the area. 
Events had also led to an administrative division between the parts 
of the Mandate east and west of the Jordan River, which withdrew 
Transjordan from the application of the Balfour Declaration. The 
final text of the Mandate authorized this measure in its Article 25. 
The basis for such a delimitation of the Jewish national home was 
set out in a White Paper issued on July 1, 1922, which was recognized 
as an authoritative comment on the Mandate formally approved a 
few weeks later. 

In their boundary discussions with the French, the British suc¬ 
ceeded in achieving their own major aims. They acquired frontiers 
between Syria and their own Mandates, Mesopotamia and Palestine, 
which, together with certain transit rights, left room for British road 
and rail transport and oil pipelines between the Mediterranean and 
the Persian Gulf. They were not as successful in arguing the Zionist 
case for an adequate northern frontier for Palestine. The French 
recognized the Zionist need for water, but they seem to have felt 
that the national home could easily turn out, and might well be 
confined to, a more modest affair than the Zionists imagined. They 
agreed only to allow the eastern source of the Jordan, the area of 
the existing Zionist settlements defended at Tel Hai, to remain in 
Palestine. The French argued that on historical grounds, too, the 
Jewish national home was not entitled to more. The other sources of 
the Jordan flowing from Mount Hermon, as well as the outlet of the 
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Litani River, were retained in the French mandated area, on the 
understanding — never carried out, however — that the French would 
favor an arrangement permitting the Zionists to use these streams 
for irrigation and power development. So, too, the Zionist claim to 
land in the Hauran plain south of Mt. Lebanon was rejected. 38 

For its eastern and southern frontier, the Jewish national home 
was primarily dependent not on French but on British goodwill. The 
consideration for Zionist territorial needs in order to accommodate 
millions of immigrants which was shown by the British in 1919 and 
1920, when it was a question of the northern frontier with a French 
Mandate, was not in evidence in 1921 and thereafter, when it was a 
question of Transjordan, which like the rest of the Palestine Mandate 
was under British control. The fortunes of the Hashemite dynasty 
and not the requirements of the Jewish national home had the upper 
hand in British calculations. The east bank of the Jordan, where 
Zionists had hoped to find land reserves only thinly occupied by cul¬ 
tivators, was denied both to Jewish settlers and to the expanding 
Arab rural population west of the Jordan. 39 However, the need to 
defend the Hashemites against the claims of Ibn Saud, as well as the 
need for a supply route from the Red Sea for Britain’s forces in 
Palestine, led, subsequently, to the inclusion of the Negev, Palestine’s 
semiarid southern half, in the area to which the Jewish national home 
clauses of the Mandate continued to apply. 

The Churchill White Paper of 1922, which explained the basis for 
the division of the Palestine Mandate into areas open and areas 
closed to Zionism, also laid down other principles which controlled 
the interpretation of the Mandate thereafter. 40 The White Paper took 
the significant form of a dual reply to complaints from the Arabs, on 
the one hand, and the Jews, on the other. 

To the Arabs, it explained that His Majesty’s Government did 
not think it practicable to create a wholly Jewish Palestine and had 
no such aim in view. Nor was “the disappearance or the subordination 
of the Arabic population, language or culture in Palestine” contemplated 
at any time. It called attention to the phrasing of the Balfour Declara¬ 
tion, which did not say “that Palestine as a whole should be converted 
into a Jewish National Home, but that such a Home should be founded 
in Palestine .” It also noted a resolution of the 1921 Zionist Congress, 
which had indicated the Zionist desire to “live with the Arab people 
on terms of unity and mutual respect, and together with them to 
make the common home into a flourishing community, the upbuilding 
of which may assure to each of its peoples an undisturbed national 
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development.” In addition, the White Paper noted that the Zionist 
Commission in Palestine "has not desired, and does not possess, any 
share in the general administration of the country,” and that the 
powers of the Jewish agency referred to in Article 4 of the draft 
Mandate did not "entitle it to share in any degree in its Government”; 
and, also, that "the status of all citizens of Palestine in the eyes of 
the law shall be Palestinian.” It referred to the plans of the mandatary 
for the gradual introduction of self-governing institutions and for 
safeguarding the civil and religious rights and improving the position 
of all the inhabitants and particularly the Moslem community in 
Palestine. Finally, it defended the application of the Balfour Declara¬ 
tion and the suspension of independence west of the Jordan River 
(and by implication, the exclusion of Transjordan from the area sub¬ 
ject to the Jewish national home provisions) as consonant with British 
promises to the Arabs in the McMahon correspondence. 

To the Jews, the White Paper gave the assurance that the policy 
of the Balfour Declaration, reaffirmed at San Remo and in the Treaty 
of Sevres, was "not susceptible of change.” It interpreted the Jewish 
national home as existing in nuclear form in the Jewish community 
built up in Palestine over the past two or three generations and 
already possessed of "national” characteristics in "its town and coun¬ 
try population, its political, religious and social organisations, its own 
language, its own customs, its own life.” The "development” of this 
national home did not imply "the imposition of a Jewish nationality 
upon the inhabitants of Palestine as a whole, but the further develop¬ 
ment of the existing community, with the assistance of Jews in other 
parts of the world, in order that it may become a centre in which 
the Jewish people as a whole may take, on grounds of religion and 
race, an interest and a pride.” This aim required that the Jewish 
community "should know that it is in Palestine as of right and not 
on sufferance,” and hence that "the existence of a Jewish national 
home in Palestine should be internationally guaranteed and . . . 
formally recognised to rest upon ancient historic connection.” Further¬ 
more, the Jewish community must be able to grow by immigration, 
subject to the exclusion of politically undesirable persons such as the 
administration was already keeping out. The limit of Jewish immi¬ 
gration should be "the economic capacity of the country at the time 
to absorb new arrivals,” and the guarantee that "the immigrants 
should not be a burden upon the people of Palestine as a whole, and 
that they should not deprive any section of the present population 
of their employment.” 

The White Paper was presented as a summary of the "essential 



312 ZIONISM & INTERNATIONAL COMMUNITY 

parts” of correspondence between the Colonial Secretary and the 
Moslem Christian Society of Palestine. It was transmitted both to 
the Arabs and the Jews for their acceptance. The Zionists, still 
nervously awaiting the final approval of the Mandate, reluctantly 
agreed to be guided in their activities by its principles. The Arabs 
rejected it. 


in 

The Churchill White Paper of 1922, and the extensive correspond¬ 
ence with Palestinian Arab representatives that preceded it, repre¬ 
sented an attempt to define the legal situation under the Mandate 
through negotiations with Palestinian Arabs as well as with Jews. 
It was a singularly one-sided sort of negotiation, to be sure, for the 
Arab spokesmen simply rejected the Mandate, based, as it was, on 
the Balfour Declaration. They founded their claims, instead, on Para¬ 
graph 4 of Article 22 of the Covenant of the League of Nations, 
although the Mandate was written not only without citing this 
paragraph but in deliberate exception to it. It remained for the 
British Colonial Secretary to suggest how far Arab claims could be 
legitimately presented on the basis of the clauses of the Mandate as 
it stood. Rejecting this approach, the Arabs in the following years 
repeatedly appealed from the mandatary to the League of Nations. 
Here, too, they cited Article 22 as the legal foundation of their claim 
to invalidate the Mandate as a whole, adding a series of specific 
complaints concerning the administration of the Mandate. The 
dilemma of the Permanent Mandates Commission in the face of such 
a position was like that of the mandatary itself; and the Commission 
found a similar way to solve it. The Commission declared itself in¬ 
competent to consider petitions against the Mandate as a whole, 
while it sought to consider specific allegations in terms of the Mandate 
as it stood. 41 

Thus, the legal possibilities for defending Arab claims which were 
inherent in the Mandate as formulated were not at first exploited by 
the Arabs themselves, for they argued from a basis of outright 
opposition to the Mandate. It was the mandatary and the Permanent 
Mandates Commission that first indicated the possibilities of an Arab 
case in terms of the Mandate. 

Two Articles of the Mandate in particular, Articles 2 and 6, invited 
interpretation as legal supports for Arab grievances without going 
outside the accepted constitutional framework of government in 
Palestine. 

Article 2. The Mandatory shall he responsible for placing the country 
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under such political , administrative and economic conditions as will secure 
the establishment of the Jewish national home, as laid down in the 
preamble, and the development of self-governing institutions , and also 
for safeguarding the civil and religious rights of all the inhabitants of 
Palestine, irrespective of race and religion. 

Article 6. The Administration of Palestine, while ensuring that the 
rights and position of other sections of the population are not prejudiced , 
shall facilitate Jewish immigration under suitable conditions and shall 
encourage, in cooperation with the Jewish agency referred to in Article 4, 
close settlement by Jews on the land, including State lands and waste 
lands not required for public purposes. 42 

The history of the italicized clauses in Article 2 has been re¬ 
ferred to before. In the original Zionist draft, “self-governing in¬ 
stitutions” had been referred to as a “self-governing Commonwealth,” 
or even as a “Jewish Commonwealth,” and the clause as a whole 
signified a promise to recognize the sovereign independence of the 
Jewish national home when it had reached the position of a pre¬ 
ponderant part of the population in Palestine. This phrasing and 
signification were accepted by British negotiators before San Remo. 
Afterwards, however, when the plans for a transfer to a Civil Adminis¬ 
tration in Palestine were being completed, the British, on second 
thought, revised the phrasing. “Self-governing institutions” appeared 
in place of a “self-governing Commonwealth,” signifying that the 
political status promised might well be less than sovereign independ¬ 
ence. Moreover, the connection between the promise of self-govern¬ 
ment and the promise of the Jewish national home, which had been 
unmistakable in the Zionist draft, was obscured by the new draft. 
As the paragraph finally read, self-government could easily be inter¬ 
preted as a promise to “all the inhabitants of Palestine” rather than 
a final stage of the establishment of the Jewish national home. The 
British Civil Administration, established in July 1920, cited this clause 
of the draft Mandate when it began immediately to attempt the 
institution of limited self-government for all Palestinian inhabitants. 
It seems likely that the official draft of June 1920, which introduced 
the revision of the Zionist draft, intended to provide a legal basis 
for this new British policy. 43 

While they were aware of the implications, the Zionists, in their 
comments on the revision, did not refer to the fact that the promise 
to develop self-government had been torn out of its Zionist context. 
They remarked that “self-governing institutions” did not necessarily 
mean full self-government, as did “self-governing Commonwealth”; 
and they said that even though they recognized that the Jewish 
national home must grow gradually into full sovereignty, it would 
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be unfortunate if the Mandate phraseology left any doubt that full 
self-government was the ultimate status that was intended. They 
showed no apprehension that the promise to develop self-governing 
institutions would be interpreted as an obligation separate from the 
Jewish national home policy and perhaps in some conflict with it, on 
the grounds that its intended beneficiary was rather the present Arab 
majority than the potential Jewish majority. 44 

In the 1922 White Paper, Winston Churchill denies that the claim 
of an independent Arab Palestine could be based on the McMahon- 
Hussein agreements, just as in earlier correspondence he had denied 
that it could be based on paragraph 4 of Article 22 of the Covenant. 45 
But he then indicates on what legitimate grounds Arab claims for a 
greater share in self-government could be considered and gradually 
satisfied. 

Nevertheless, it is the intention of His Majesty's Government to foster the 
establishment of a full measure of self-government in Palestine. But they 
are of the opinion that, in the special circumstances of that country, this 
should be accomplished by gradual stages and not suddenly. The first 
step was taken when, on the institution of a civil Administration, the 
nominated Advisory Council, which now exists, was established. It was 
stated at the time by the High Commissioner that this was the first step in 
the development of self-governing institutions . . . 46 

But Winston Churchill, it seems, no more felt that the italicized 
clause was a special obligation towards the Arabs in Palestine than 
did the Zionist drafters. He apparently interpreted it, as they did, 
as a basis upon which a Jewish state, too, could ultimately emerge 
if the Jews responded to the opportunity granted them by becoming 
a preponderant part of the population of Palestine. Reporting to the 
Cabinet shortly after he had set Emir Abdullah up as ruler of Trans¬ 
jordan in 1921, Churchill said that when Palestine, by a gradual 
development, became mature for full self-government, Jews and 
Arabs would participate on a pro rata basis in its rule, according to 
the population ratio at that time. 47 In testimony before the Royal 
Commission of 1937, he said that this remained his interpretation of 
the Mandate in the following years too, after the 1922 White Paper 
was published. 48 

It was the Mandates Commission which first unmistakably in¬ 
dicated the use of the “self-governing institutions” clause as the legal 
grounds for asserting a special obligation to the Arabs. The first 
extensive discussion of the Palestine administration before the Com¬ 
mission took place at its Fifth Session, held in Geneva, from October 
23 to November 6, 1924. The Commission had before it not only the 
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mandatary’s regular report and reply to its questionnaire, but a 
memorandum of protest from the Palestine Arab Congress forwarded 
by the British Foreign Office. 49 The Commission, having considered 
certain particular grievances mentioned in the latter document, passed 
over without comment other Arab complaints which called the Man¬ 
date itself into question. At the Seventh Session, from October 19 to 
October 30, 1925, the Arabs, adopting the procedure suggested by 
the action of the Commission at the Fifth Session, sent two memoranda. 
The first, attacking the Mandate itself, was directed to the Council 
of the League of Nations. The second memorandum presented a list 
of grievances which could be argued on the basis of the Mandate 
itself. 50 

One of the major Arab grievances which the Permanent Mandates 
Commission at its Fifth Session recognized as admissible under the 
Mandate was the halting development of “self-governing institutions.” 
The Arab memorandum to the Fifth Session, to be sure, had raised 
this issue not as a grievance under the terms of the Palestine Mandate 
but as part of their fundamental objection to that Mandate. They 
based their legal argument on an appeal from the particular terms of 
the Palestine Mandate to the general spirit of the mandatory system, 
and specifically to paragraph 4 of Article 22 of the Covenant. 

[The Palestine Arab] case may be summed up in the following words: 
The injustice of creating a Jewish National Home for the Jews in Palestine, 
which is the well-established home of the Palestinian Arabs (Moslems and 
Christians), and the impracticability of training its inhabitants in self- 
government and preparing them for independence, which is the principal 
aim of the mandatory system, as long as the Jewish National Home policy 
is in progress. 51 

Nowhere in this memorandum do the Arabs explicitly claim a griev¬ 
ance under Article 2 of the Mandate in the failure of the government 
to set up “self-governing institutions.” Nor is such an argument to be 
found in the Arab correspondence with the Colonial Secretary pre¬ 
ceding the issuance of the 1922 White Paper. On the contrary: Article 
2 is mentioned only as a legal basis for establishing the Jewish national 
home, and the Arab complaint is that the “self-governing institutions” 
referred to in it could only mean, under the circumstances, the 
eventual self-government of a Jewish majority. 52 After having read 
the minutes and reports of the Fifth Session, however, the Arabs 
adopted the line suggested by the Commission, and in their memo¬ 
randum listing grievances admissible under the terms of the Mandate, 
they complained vigorously of the failure to develop self-governing 
institutions. 53 
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In its comments, direct and indirect, on Arab grievances, the 
Commission Report on the Fifth Session considered two legal points. 
The first, which was the major argument of the Arab memorandum, 
concerned the Arab claim under Article 22 of the League Covenant. 
On this point the Commission reported as follows: 

Whereas all the other mandates the application of which it has hitherto 
examined were only intended to give effect to the general principles laid 
down in Article 22 of the Covenant, the Palestine Mandate is of a more 
complex nature. As is expressly stated in the Preamble of the Mandate, 
and as is clearly shown by several of the clauses of this document, the 
Council, in drawing up its terms, desired, while giving effect to the provi¬ 
sions of Article 22 of the Covenant, to carry out also the plan of establishing 
in Palestine a National Home for the Jewish people . . . 

It is not in any way for the Commission ... to contrast the two principles 
which the Council sought to embody in the terms of the Mandate for 
Palestine. But, as this Mandate of necessity reflects the dual nature of its 
inspiration, and as its application has given rise to complaints by persons 
basing their case on one or other of these principles to the exclusion of 
the other, the Commission would not be fulfilling its task if it refrained 
from making any reference to the facts which have come to its notice in 
this connection. 54 

In addition, however, another legal consideration was inserted into 
the discussion and the report. The Chairman of the Commission, 
Marquis Theodoli, who had Arab connections by marriage, said in 
the discussion that Arab rejection of the proposed Legislative and 
Advisory Council was based on Article 2 of the Mandate, which pro¬ 
vides for self-governing institutions; and he insisted on an explicit 
reference to this legal point in the report. 55 Thus the report says: 

The divergences which bring Zionism and the Arab majority into conflict 
. . . produced particularly unfortunate results when an attempt was made 
to create an Advisory or Legislative Council. The Arabs, appealing to 
Article 2 of the Mandate, which guarantees the development of self- 
governing institutions, declined to cooperate . . . 56 

Thereafter, Article 2 was regularly referred to as a basis for 
Arab complaints in regard to self-government. However, in consider¬ 
ing the complaints in substance, the Permanent Mandates Commission 
did not tend to sustain the Arab position. In his defense of the 
administration of Palestine before the Fifth Session, Sir Herbert 
Samuel explained how the government was forced to fall back on 
an Advisory Council made up entirely of officials because of the Arab 
boycott of the elections and their insistence on the right to nullify 
the Balfour Declaration. Although the mandatary was hard pressed 
by Commission questioners, the Commission in the end tacitly 
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accepted the view that self-government should, for the time being, 
be advanced on the level of local and municipal autonomy. In sub¬ 
sequent sessions, the Commission concluded that the Palestine govern¬ 
ment was bound by the terms of the Mandate to develop self-govern¬ 
ing institutions in such a way that the Jewish national home could be 
simultaneously developed. In 1928, one of the members, William E. 
Rappard, even proposed a report stating explicitly that 

In the present instance, it seems obvious that a form of democratic and 
parliamentary government is not provided for either by the Covenant or by 
the Mandates, and that it is not even compatible with the obligations 
devolving upon the Mandatory Power under those engagements. 57 

This view was not shared by all the Commission members, nor did 
those who were inclined to agree think it advisable to formulate 
the point so explicitly. There was general agreement, however, that 
if one defined the Arab demand as territorial self-rule in Palestine 
without regard to the Balfour Declaration and the Jewish demand 
as the continuation of direct rule by the mandatary in pursuance of 
the Balfour Declaration, then the Jews had the law on their side. 58 

But this, it was felt, constituted a legal privilege for the Jews, and 
resulted in the inability of the Arabs to enjoy rights which were 
promised them under the terms of the Mandate as formulated. For 
it appeared to members of the Commission that even if one accepted 
— as they did — the observations of the British in reply to Arab 
complaints, then Arab rights to local autonomy under Article 3 of 
the Mandate were being reasonably well fulfilled, but Arab rights to 
territorial self-government under Article 2 remained in suspension. 
There were undoubtedly good legal and political grounds for so 
suspending the exercise of Arab rights to self-government, but the 
suspension was a grievance which both the Palestine government and 
the Zionists should seek to remove by conciliatory policies. 

An idea that grew increasingly appealing was that since no direct 
political understanding with the Arabs seemed possible, an indirect 
method might be adopted by seeking to eliminate Arab dissatisfaction 
in regard to nonpolitical matters, such as their economic position. On 
this subject, too, a legal basis was sought, under the Mandate as 
formulated, for Arab complaints that their civil and religious rights 
(Preamble) or their rights and position (Article 6) were being 
prejudiced. 

On the question of the welfare of the non-Jewish population in 
Palestine, a common understanding of the legal requirements of 
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the Mandate was shared in the beginning by the mandatary and the 
Mandates Commission and by the Zionists as well. The legal position 
was defined not only by the pertinent clauses in the Mandate, but by 
the Churchill White Paper of 1922 which declared “economic ab¬ 
sorptive capacity” to be the ruling principle for determining the 
scale and rate of Jewish immigration into Palestine. This does not 
mean that there were no Arab petitions complaining of economic 
injury, or that the topic was not frequently discussed by the British 
accredited representatives and the members of the Mandates Com¬ 
mission. But these discussions did not revolve about the recurrent 
theme of a conflict in legal rights which were possibly incompatible, 
as did the discussion of self-government. For the most part, it was 
assumed that Jewish and Arab economic welfare could be promoted 
together, if only the accepted legal principles of the Churchill White 
Paper were properly administered. The discussion centered chiefly 
on a question not of law but of fact: whether the actual administration 
of the country had conformed to the principles laid down in the 
White Paper. 59 

Of all the parties concerned, the Arabs alone refused to recognize 
that the economic benefits which might be conferred by Jewish re¬ 
settlement could be a pertinent fact in assessing the situation. Their 
favorite position was to reject with scorn this mess of pottage with 
which it was proposed to purchase their birthright. Even when their 
protests referred to economic injuries, what was most likely to 
provoke their wrath was the political or the social threat seen in the 
professed economic loss. Thus in their memorandum to the Fifth 
Session of the Permanent Mandates Commission (and in evidence 
before the Haycraft Commission investigating the 1921 Jaffa rioting) 
the Arabs made complaints such as these: Jewish Bolshevist immi¬ 
grants were taking work that could be done by Arabs, and, moreover, 
the unemployed among them were carrying on violent agitation 
which could spread subversive notions to unemployed Arab workers; 
the government's new land regulations purporting to protect Arab 
tenants from eviction (as well its alleged use of a Turkish law calling 
for the reversion to the State of land left uncultivated three years) 
were really intended to make farming unprofitable and force Arab 
landlords to sell to Jews at a low price; and the employment of Jewish 
officials and the official use of the Hebrew language burdened the 
tax payers with unnecessary expenses. 60 So, too, they protested to 
the Fifth and Seventh Sessions that certain land and public utility 
concessions were granted to Jews when they might have been granted 
to Arabs. 61 The complaints were of economic injury, but the emphasis 
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was on a threatened loss of the position occupied by the Arabs in 
prewar days and the potential creation of a superior Jewish position — 
a situation which would not be acceptable to the Arabs even if they 
were shown that it had actually brought them material advantages 
rather than injuries. 

In the first decade of the Palestine Mandate, both the Permanent 
Mandates Commission and the mandatary were aware of this Arab 
attitude, and both were inclined to consider at times whether it 
might not be politic to make some concessions to it. Thus, in deference 
to Arab opinion, the mandatary was decidedly generous in granting 
land concessions to Arabs even when they had little or no prospect 
of developing them effectively, and, in fact, subsequently sought to 
profit by reselling them to Jewish companies. 62 On the other hand, 
despite the specific clauses of the Mandate providing that concessions 
might be granted to the Jewish agency and that close settlement of 
Jews was to be facilitated, the land concessions granted to Jews were 
surrounded with severe restrictions 63 and fell far short of what they 
anticipated in extent. The criterion used here was not that of maximum 
economic development, but of maintaining the Arab “position” as a 
sort of status quo ante. So, too, M. Beau, a member of the Permanent 
Mandates Commission, in the Fifth Session, suggested that it might 
be good policy to confine the close settlement of Jews to areas relatively 
unpopulated by Arabs and so avoid disturbing the Arab position. 64 
But in none of these cases was there any clear idea of a legal right 
to maintain the status quo ante; the policy was a pragmatic one of 
avoiding Arab irritation. 

Indeed, it was a recurrent theme in the whole discussion of 
Palestine that there were two distinct grounds upon which the 
mandatary was bound to give consideration to the Arabs. In addition 
to their legal rights under the Mandate, the Arabs had a certain 
“sociological” claim based on their status in the past, which it would 
be both politic and equitable for the mandatary, as well as the 
Zionists, to bear in mind. 65 It was logically possible to adduce a legal 
basis, too, for this claim in the clause in Article 6 of the Mandate 
which said that the “rights and position” of the Christian and Moham¬ 
medan Arabs should not be prejudiced. Nevertheless, the Mandates 
Commission, which had discovered a certain legal justification for 
Arab claims to territorial self-government in Article 2 of the Mandate, 
did not suggest or recognize the possibility of a legal argument under 
Article 6 of the Mandate which would preserve the relative social 
and economic positions of the several sections of the population more 
or less as they had existed in Turkish times. 
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This was perhaps due, among other reasons, to a general bias 
inherent in the theory of mandates. Progress to a more advanced 
stage of freedom and social welfare was the keynote of the system. 
Hence, the Arab claim to independent self-government, which they 
had not had under the Turks, was in harmony with the general 
principles of the mandates system, and it was natural to seek a 
legal basis in the Mandate to justify it. Their claim to be undisturbed 
in traditional social privileges that were associated with conditions 
of economic backwardness and deprivation was contrary to the gen¬ 
eral intent of the mandates. The example of Egypt, where Western 
order, efficiency, and medical service had brought great economic 
expansion together with social change, was held to be a generally 
suitable model for Palestine. Thus, while suggesting that the peculiar 
circumstances in Palestine required particular tact and care to reduce 
the shock of similar changes, the Mandates Commission did not think 
of finding clauses in the Mandate which would give the Arabs a legal 
guarantee for the status quo ante. On the contrary, the economic 
expansion brought about by Zionism was in accord not only with 
the Balfour Declaration but with the general purpose of the mandates 
system. The legal right of the Arabs under the Mandate was the right 
to share in the benefits of such expansion, under an appropriate policy 
of the mandatary calculated not only to control but to encourage 
economic development and to see that its benefits were equitably 
distributed. 

The mandatary, on the other hand, eventually developed the 
theory that it was obliged under the Mandate to protect an established 
relative position of the Arab population in Palestine. Many reasons, 
which go beyond the scope of this study, no doubt contributed to this 
turn of events. The strategic importance of Palestine grew more rather 
than less impressive after the war, especially when the British plans 
for road and rail communications, sea and air port development, and 
the oil pipeline from Iraq began to be carried out. And if the tie 
with the Jews seemed vital when it was a question of getting the 
Mandate, holding the British position in Palestine during the Mandate 
and in the period after the Mandate would be succeeded by inde¬ 
pendence, seemed, on any sober calculation, to depend more on the 
goodwill of the Arabs than of the Jews. The former were so large a 
majority that it was very doubtful at first whether the Jews could 
ever outnumber them. And when this prospect became something 
more than a chimera, it seemed obvious that if it wished to sponsor 
the Jewish commonwealth, Britain risked losing its hold on the sur¬ 
rounding Arab countries, which were at least equally essential to 
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imperial strategy. Apart from all these considerations, there were 
also certain inherent possibilities of interpreting the Jewish national 
home policy which could be harmonized with the idea of a British 
obligation to maintain the relative position of Jews and “other sections 
of the population” essentially as it was in the prewar period. From 
the very beginning of the Mandate, the Palestine Administration, 
because of its composition and because of the kind of problem it 
faced in governing the country, was predisposed to take advantage 
of any such possibility. 

The vague and more or less tacit understanding worked out 
between Jews and Britons in drawing up the Mandate — and accepted 
both confidentially and publicly in even vaguer terms by Arab repre¬ 
sentatives — involved agreeing on explicit provisions for the develop¬ 
ment only of what was called the “Jewish national home,” and on 
the suppression of all but the most obscure suggestions of the 
“Jewish commonwealth.” In order to make the agreement work, the 
Zionists were expected not only to accept the elimination from the 
Mandate of phrases which specifically recognized their full and final 
aim of Jewish sovereignty. They were also required to endorse the 
Churchill White Paper, which instead of merely remaining obscure 
on this point, as the Mandate did, explicitly denied that Britain under¬ 
took, as its own obligation, to bring about the Zionist aim. They were 
expected to state publicly that their own activities would conform to 
the policy thus laid down by Britain — which, if it meant anything, 
could only mean an undertaking not to press Britain with regard to 
the ultimate political demands of a Jewish majority and Jewish 
sovereignty; and, accordingly, they were obliged to keep the Jewish 
community as far as possible from voicing its ultimate demands. 

Those responsible for this compact, the British authorities at the 
highest levels and the reluctant Zionist leaders, could accept it in 
the awareness that nothing in it prevented the Zionists from quietly 
hoping for a Jewish commonwealth and earnestly working away to 
achieve a situation, by immigration and resettlement, which would 
make it the natural form of political sovereignty in Palestine when 
the time came for bringing the Mandate to a close. On the other hand, 
the compact was open to a different interpretation — one which could 
reconcile British officials on lower levels to their job, even though 
many of them had been far from sympathetic, from the beginning, 
to the Zionist complication. These men, under the Military Adminis¬ 
tration, had resisted any application of the Balfour Declaration on 
the grounds that the Hague Convention required an occupying power 
to observe the status quo ante with scrupulous care. With the incep- 
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tion of Civil Administration some of the adherents of this point of 
view were removed and others resigned. Still others, according to Sir 
Ronald Storrs, should have resigned but did not, continuing to serve 
under an administration committed to the Balfour Declaration, a 
document to which they could not reconcile themselves. 66 But there 
was an additional group, notably represented by Storrs himself, who 
found a way to interpret the Mandate and the Balfour Declaration 
so that these documents, too — like the maintenance of the status quo 
ante during the Military Occupation — were capable of protecting to 
a large extent the relative position of the Arabs vis-a-vis the Jews. It 
had the additional advantage that it promised to establish permanent 
British positions in Palestine. 

All that was necessary in order to evolve such a point of view 
was to ignore the tacitly conceded right of the Jews to expect suitable 
conditions in which to work for the Jewish commonwealth as the 
culmination of the Jewish national home. Part of the compact accepted 
by the Zionists, as we have noted, was their undertaking not only 
to give up the demand of British guarantees for the emergence of 
a Jewish commonwealth, but to silence Zionist demands for the 
immediate or rapid achievement of this goal. The Zionists, moreover, 
were expected to state explicitly that they did not demand the im¬ 
mediate or rapid achievement of such a goal. They were helped 
by men like Storrs himself to deliver such avowals directly to Arab 
leaders in order to appease them, and make the British task of gov¬ 
ernment easier and — if possible — to gain for it the consent of Arabs 
as well as Jews. The hope of men like Winston Churchill and Sir 
Herbert Samuel, as well as Weizmann, may have been that the Pales¬ 
tine Arabs would adopt an attitude like that adopted earlier by Feisal 
and Hussein. They might agree to cooperate in the progressive de¬ 
velopment of the country through Zionist investment and the pax 
Britannica , while quietly hoping that in the final political accounting 
Palestine would be a dominantly Arab state or part of a larger Arab 
state. But the Palestine Arabs accepted these British and Zionist 
assurances only momentarily, during Weizmann’s visit in 1918. In the 
ensuing years of general Arab unrest, the Palestine Arabs, too, became 
recalcitrant and violent. The Zionists blamed the disturbances that 
followed on the unwillingness of British administrators to enforce 
the Balfour Declaration wholeheartedly, or, in some cases, to accept 
it at all. The British administrators counterattacked by blaming the 
Zionists. The Zionists, they held, were supposed to appease the Arabs 
with moderate statements of their policy. They had not succeeded. 
The reason was obvious, and to anyone not himself favorably disposed 
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to the Zionist aims, it was a reason discreditable to the Zionists; and 
consequently, by a natural association of ideas, it was a legitimate 
reason to blame the Zionists for the failure to gain Arab consent for 
the Mandate, and for the resulting unrest. The reason why the Zionists 
had not gained Arab consent, as they were expected to, was that when 
the Zionists disavowed any intention of establishing (immediately or 
rapidly) a Jewish state, they did not mean it. ‘Immediately” and 
“rapidly” were quibbles meant to deceive. In order to conform to 
the Mandate as authoritatively interpreted by the 1922 White Paper, 
and certainly in order to make the Mandate “workable,” the Zionists 
would have to do more than they had hitherto been ready to do. The 
view now emerged that the Zionists must renounce not only for the 
immediate moment or the foreseeable future but absolutely and for 
all time any hope of a Jewish commonwealth in Palestine. Not only 
had the mandatary refused to guarantee this as its own direct obliga¬ 
tion under the Mandate and the White Paper, but these documents, 
it was now held, were a final rejection of such aims. 

Not only certain anti-Zionist officers, but the British Government 
as a whole, eventually adopted this new interpretation of the British- 
Zionist compact outlined in the Churchill White Paper. Without 
tracing the full history of this change, we may indicate some of its 
stages. 

After the riots of May 1921, the Haycraft Commission was ap¬ 
pointed to conduct an investigation. The report of the Commission 
concluded 67 that while the Arabs had been generally the aggressors 
in the racial strife, Zionist charges that the attacks were premeditated 
and planned had no foundation; that the general body of Jews in 
Palestine were anti-Bolshevist — a partial denial of Arab charges; 
and that “the fundamental cause of the riots was a feeling among 
the Arabs of discontent with, and hostility to, the Jews, due to political 
and economic causes, and connected with Jewish immigration, and 
with their conception of Zionist policy as derived from Jewish ex¬ 
ponents.” The “political and economic causes” specifically cited in¬ 
cluded Arab charges that a disproportionate number of Jews were 
coming in as workmen, public servants, and investors, and that Arabs 
were, or would be, dominated or displaced by these aliens, with their 
alien ideas. The “conception of Zionist policy” which was regarded 
as provocative was illustrated by the statement before the Commission 
of Dr. M. D. Eder, (1865-1936), Acting Chairman of the Zionist 
Commission and head of the Zionist Political Department: 

The Balfour Declaration provides for a National Home for the Jewish 
people in Palestine. The interpretation we have put upon this is that Jews 
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should be free to enter Palestine to build up their own civilization and 
culture, and eventually when the Palestinians are fit for it by their experience 
and political judgment, representative Government shall be conferred upon 
Palestine by His Majesty’s Government. We look eventually to Palestine 
being in the position of one of the free dominions, inhabited by Arabs and 
Jews, and that both will play their part, the only difference being that the 
League of Nations has a certain control over the Government .... 

The country has to be built up by the Jews and the Arabs. Jews do not 
come here for domination. I claim predominance. My own view is this: in 
the remote future there could be a Federate State of the Near East. Syria, 
Mesopotamia, Hedjaz, Palestine, Transjordania, could all be independent. 
Palestine would be predominantly Jewish .... I do not say that they [the 
Arabs] are foreigners. Every respect would be paid to their civil and 
religious rights in this country. We do not think there is room for an Arab 
National Home in Palestine. Their National home is in Syria, Transjordania, 
Mesopotamia and Hedjaz .... We could have them both [Jews and 
Arabs] united in one home. 68 

These views were reported and commented upon by the Haycraft 
Commission: 

[Dr. Eder] gave no quarter to the view of the National Home as put 
forward by the Secretary of State and the High Commissioner. In his 
opinion there can only be one National Home in Palestine, and that a 
Jewish one, and no equality in the partnership between Jews and Arabs, 
but a Jewish predominance as soon as the numbers of that race are suffi¬ 
ciently increased .... As acting Chairman of the Zionist Commission Dr. 
Eder presumably expresses in all points the official Zionist creed, if such 
there be, and his statements are, therefore, most important. There is no 
sophistry about Dr. Eder .... it is relevant to our report to show that the 
acting Chairman of the Zionist Commission asserts on behalf of the Jews 
those claims which are at the root of the present unrest, and differ materially 
from the declared policy of the Secretary of State and the High Commis¬ 
sioner for Palestine. 69 

And in its closing paragraph, the Commission made the following 
recommendation, no less free from “sophistry” than Dr. Eder’s 
declarations: 

Much, we feel, might be done to allay the existing hostility between 
the races if responsible persons on both sides could agree to discuss the 
questions arising between them in a reasonable spirit, on the basis that the 
Arabs should accept implicitly the declared policy of the Government on 
the subject of the Jewish National Home, and that the Zionist leaders should 
abandon and repudiate all pretensions that go beyond it. 70 

The Haycraft Commission report, as it developed later, did not 
accurately reflect official opinion at the level of the Secretary of 
State and the High Commissioner. Feeling their way, no doubt, 
through the jungle trails of political possibility, these authorities took 
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an attitude, if not more sophistical, at any rate more sophisticated 
than the forthright recommendations of the Commission. Naturally 
they too, showed a disposition toward a specifically British ultimate 
solution for Palestine different from the ultimate political form of the 
country favored by either Jews or Arabs. The ideas that there should 
be a Palestinian people, neither dominantly Jewish nor dominantly 
Arab, and that British intermediating rule and the British language 
and civilization should bind the two disparate elements together 
were voiced not only by a representative British officer on the spot 
like Stores, but by a representative British officer in the metropolis 
like Ormsby-Gore. 71 However, the principles on which Palestine was 
governed after the Churchill White Paper did not demand that either 
Jews or Arabs accept this ultimate political solution, or that either 
renounce their own aspirations concerning the ultimate form of sover¬ 
eignty in Palestine. They simply laid down an interpretation of the 
Balfour Declaration which postponed all decisions on these questions, 
leaving the way open for the "development of the Jewish national 
home, as defined in the preamble, and of self-governing institutions” — 
both conceived as intermediate, not final phases, of the Mandate. 

The country was governed under this compact for about six years 
in relative calm, with the Jews and the Britons cooperating by going 
their separate ways, and the Arabs abstaining both from cooperation 
and from active resistance. Because of Arab abstention, nothing was 
done to advance the aim of self-governing territorial institutions; and 
even in the sphere of local self-government it was the Jews who 
forced the pace. 72 The Arabs complained of the abandonment of the 
prewar status, which had recognized Moslem predominance, and were 
less than eager to take up new forms of local self-government based 
on Western principles and involving unfamiliar forms of taxation. 
The British were quite ready to make haste slowly, in line with the 
general policy of the Colonial Office to disturb native institutions as 
little as possible. As to the "other part of the Mandate,” the Jewish 
national home, here progress was made by independent Jewish effort 
as swiftly as was allowed by the erratic flow of Jewish capital and 
the setbacks resulting from unplanned investment in a country with 
a narrow economic base. The British government confined itself to 
the social policy outlined by the first High Commissioner, Sir Herbert 
Samuel: 

It is the clear duty of the Mandatory Power to promote the well-being of 
the Arab population, in the same way as a British Administration would 
regard it as its duty to promote the welfare of the local population in any 
part of our Empire. The measures to foster the well-being of the Arabs 
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should be precisely those which we should adopt in Palestine if there were 
no Zionist question and if there had been no Balfour Declaration. 73 

With the Jews more than ready to speed the growth of the Jewish 
national home, the Palestine government left this task to them and 
conceived its own Mandatory role more and more as that of protecting 
the social and economic interests of the Arabs, if it could not, under 
the Mandate, accede to their political claims. 

However, the idea that such a policy could be carried out without 
reference to the Jewish national home or to the effects of its growth 
upon Arab society was obviously baseless. Even without the Zionist 
complication, the duty of a British Administration “to promote the 
welfare of the local population” could not easily be carried out free 
from political involvements “in any part of [the] Empire.” The effect 
of any colonial welfare policy, as well as of the investments made by 
the administration in pursuit of imperial interests, had been to disturb 
the existing social balance practically everywhere from India to Egypt. 
The “presence” of England increased the agrarian population density, 
raised up new discontented urban classes — and thus accumulated 
new political grievances to add to the primary hostility against a 
foreign regime. In Palestine, however, the original hostility and the 
newly accumulated grievances were directed against the Zionists as 
well as the British. The disturbance of the local balance was caused 
not only by activities which Britain was forced to introduce for reasons 
of imperial policy, but also by Zionist activities in which Britain was 
concerned only out of altruism. Moreover, the Zionists proposed to 
disturb the local social and economic balance far more extensively 
and far more rapidly than the British needed to do for their strategic 
purposes. Not only was it hard to bear the onus of responsibility, in 
the eyes of the Arab majority, for changes not required by British 
security, but this rapid pace of Zionist development was directly 
contrary to the policy and practice generally adopted with a view 
to securing a stable imperial position. While any British imperial 
administration had to build roads and harbors and maintain hygiene 
and security, and consequently set in motion social changes that 
bred the seeds of unrest, the latter results were considered unfortunate; 
for it had long since become the set British policy to rely on native 
authorities and institutions as the best means for maintaining a British 
position at the lowest cost and with the longest life expectancy. 

Accordingly when the Arabs complained that Jewish development 
of the national home threatened to disturb their traditional social 
relationships and their position of dominance in the native popula¬ 
tion, it was a plea towards which British colonial practice inculcated 
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sympathy. Accordingly the Palestine Administration in its daily 
routine and the British government, through new proposals of con¬ 
stitutional character, tried to find legal guarantees for the relative 
social and economic position of the Arabs. But the attempts to 
interpret the Mandate as protecting social and economic status quo 
in Palestine by its references to the ‘rights and position” of the non- 
Jewish population met opposition not only from the Jews but from 
the Permanent Mandates Commission as well. 

In 1928, upon the appointment of a new High Commissioner, Sir 
John Chancellor, the regular reminders by the Permanent Mandates 
Commission were heeded and the British once more began to seek 
a way to govern Palestine with the consent, in some form, of the 
Arab majority. At the same time, a period of unrest over collateral 
issues ensued. This was touched off by Arab-Jewish-British clashes 
over the religious status quo in the Old City of Jerusalem. The 
momentum of conflict was kept up and heightened by the founding 
of the Jewish Agency, with the prospect of more intensive Jewish 
resettlement; by the sharp rise in the flow of Jewish refugees; and 
by the international situation, rapidly deteriorating into the prelimi¬ 
naries of World War II, which caused foreign powers to fish in 
Palestine’s troubled waters. Violence in 1929 and 1936 was the 
occasion for despatching new British inquiry commissions and experts 
to Palestine. Their investigations now centered not on the ultimate 
political aims but on the immediately foreseeable economic and social 
effects of Zionism, which were designated as the causes of Arab 
unrest. 74 

Calculations were made that, on the basis of the agricultural 
techniques of Arab cultivators, there was already rural overpopulation 
in Palestine; the fellaheen , it was deduced, were already underem¬ 
ployed and gradually being forced to leave the land. To Jewish 
counterarguments that with other techniques smaller acreages would 
support a farm family, so that there was a large margin for agricultural 
settlement even within Palestine west of the Jordan, there was the 
more or less tacit reply that such a program involved disturbing the 
traditional Arab “position” guaranteed in Article 6 of the Mandate. 
Even more pointed calculations were made showing that, at the cur¬ 
rent rate of immigration, Jews could probably attain a majority in 
spite of the higher Arab natural increase; and that whether or not 
Jewish development brought advantages to the Arabs, it created a 
sector more or less isolated from the Arab economy and removed 
from it by a growing disparity of economic level. All these, it was 
implicitly or explicitly stated, were legitimate Arab grievances under 
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Article 6 of the Mandate. The British government now planned to 
fulfill its obligations towards the Arabs under the Mandate by financ¬ 
ing a plan for the more intensive development of Palestine’s agri¬ 
cultural and other resources, starting from the position of the Arab, 
not the Jewish, economy. But in the meantime it had to do its duty 
towards the Arabs by holding back any Jewish development that 
claimed resources which would sooner or later be needed to maintain 
the existing Arab position. 75 

Such a justification for the new British policy in terms of the 
Mandate was put forward in the Passfield White Paper of October 
20, 1930. The proposed policy met at once with sharp criticism from 
men who had themselves helped frame the Balfour Declaration, the 
Mandate, and the White Paper of 1922. These critics denied that, in 
rescinding the promise to the Jews that they would be free to develop 
Palestine so long as it was done at their own expense, the Labor 
Government could claim to be fairly interpreting the documents that 
defined its Mandate. 76 In its consideration of the Shaw Commission 
Report, the Permanent Mandates Commission had been equally 
severe. The way to reconcile the obligations to Jews and Arabs, 
the Commission members said, would have been for Britain to devote 
itself more actively to the economic development of the whole country 
in cooperation with the Zionists. Under this barrage from so many 
sides, the government retreated from its position and undertook to 
continue to administer Palestine on the old basis. At the same time, 
it was stressed that the government was bound to take into account 
“considerations of balance” in its obligations towards Jews and Arabs. 77 
It was clear that if these came into conflict the British government 
would not be bound indefinitely by the accepted interpretation of 
the Mandate. 

The inquiry commission which followed the next major clash, in 
1936, took a different tack. The Peel Commission was as emphatic 
as its predecessors in stating that the British government could no 
longer go on permitting the Jews to develop their national home on 
the old basis. But they did not claim any right under the Mandate 
to prevent this development. Such a policy, they concluded, was 
ruled out by the terms of the Mandate. 78 That they came to this 
conclusion was not only the result of their close study of the legal 
issues involved. It also reflected the acute stage of the global Jewish 
problem in the late 1930’s. 

The theory that the Mandate required that Jewish development 
should be held back in order to protect the Arab relative or traditional 
position could be defended logically only if a certain view of the 
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Jewish national home —and, hence, of the Jewish problem —were 
accepted. A strongly entrenched Hebrew-speaking community amount¬ 
ing to almost a third of Palestine’s population could be considered a 
satisfactory fulfillment of the promise to set up a national home in 
which Jews the world over could take pride as an expression of their 
racial individuality and cultural tradition. Thus, in reversing the agree¬ 
ment to keep Palestine open to Jewish immigration up to the limit 
of its economic capacity, the British could claim that they were faith¬ 
ful to their Mandate only if they also defined the Jewish problem 
culturally, as the problem of Judaism alone, ignoring the problem 
of the Jews. But in the moral and political climate of world opinion 
in the years of Hitler’s rise to power such a definition of the Jewish 
problem seemed worse than arbitrary. It seemed so, certainly, to 
Jews, and it seemed so to the Permanent Mandates Commission and 
to an important part of British opinion as well. 79 But if it was part 
of the meaning of the Jewish national home to solve the problem 
of Jews suffering the extreme of oppression, then it followed that 
closing the doors of Palestine to them in order to maintain the Arabs’ 
relative position was inconsistent with the Mandate. Accordingly, the 
Peel Commission came to the same conclusion as the Permanent 
Mandates Commission, that the Mandate provided no guarantee of 
the Arabs’ relative position. But they came to another conclusion as 
well: the Mandate was politically unworkable. Thus they placed on 
the international agenda the question concerning which the Mandate 
instrument remained most deliberately blank: the form of sovereignty 
in Palestine upon the liquidation of the Mandate. 

IV 

The question of a final political resolution of the conflicting claims 
to sovereignty in Palestine was one that lay essentially between the 
Jews and the Arabs. That such a position would eventually arise was, 
of course, realized from the beginning. Consequently, the Zionists 
throughout the Mandate period had to concern themselves with Arab 
claims and Arab interests in formulating the immediate and, above 
all, the ultimate forms of their aspirations for sovereignty in Palestine. 

The attempts by official Zionist quarters to come to an under¬ 
standing with the Arabs were channelled, during this time, by the 
overriding political fact of British dominance in Palestine, just as 
the dominant position of the Turks had been a major factor in the 
Ottoman period. The British, moreover, like the Young Turks before 
them but with far more consistency and emphasis, demanded that 
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the Zionists adopt a policy looking toward an agreement with the 
Arabs. 

During the period of the Peace Conference, major emphasis was 
laid both by the British and the Jews on a broad regional agreement 
with the leaders of the whole Arab national movement. A conditional 
private understanding with Feisal, the terms of which were neither 
made public at the time nor later given effect, and the public coopera¬ 
tion of the British-sponsored Arab and Jewish representatives at the 
Peace Conference were the fruits of that effort. 

There were also some vague thoughts on both sides about a 
Jewish-Arab diplomatic entente which would not be dependent on 
the overriding British interest. The idea that Palestine might be given 
a special status of Jewish predominance and Jewish autonomy within 
a greater Arab federated state — on the lines suggested by the already 
established political tradition of Lebanon — was put forward at the 
Peace Conference, as we have seen, by French-sponsored Syrian rivals 
of Feisal. At that time when the downfall of Feisal began through 
the withdrawal of the British from the over-all responsibility for 
military occupation in Syria, T. E. Lawrence thought that Feisal might 
use the Jews as a weapon held in reserve against the French: instead 
of accepting French advice and assistance in his administration of 
inland Syria, he could strike a bargain with the Zionists and get 
diplomatic support as well as technical advice and assistance from 
them. 80 After Feisal was driven out of Syria, non-Palestinian Arab 
nationalists once more negotiated with Zionists. They proposed that 
neither the Balfour Declaration nor the McMahon-Hussein agreement 
— that is, the documents which established a relationship between 
each of the parties and a third party, Britain — should be considered 
the basis of negotiation. The Arabs and Jews alone, as nation to nation, 
were to discuss their mutual interests and see how their respective 
aims of a federal Arab state from the Mediterranean to the Persian 
Gulf and of the Jewish national home in Palestine could be combined 
in support of each other. 81 

The Arabs and Jews seemed to feel that their daring to negotiate 
directly about the future of the area without the mediation of a 
European power might be a cause of suspicion. The Arabs made a 
pointed declaration that “it was not their intention to ask the Jews 
to declare themselves against any foreign power, even as it was not 
their intention to inaugurate their political work by a manifestation 
of hostility towards those very governments.” 82 The Jews, for their 
part, kept the British informed of the negotiations. It was the convic¬ 
tion later on of some of those who had conducted the talks that they 
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were frowned on by Britain and that this was why they were brought 
to no conclusion. But there were enough other reasons to bring about 
the same result whether Britain actively discouraged the talks or not. 
If the creation of a federal Arab state, covering both the French and 
British mandated territories, were to be a condition of Arab accept¬ 
ance of the Jewish national home — as it had been in the case of the 
Feisal-Weizmann agreement — it was a condition that the Jews had 
no power to meet. On the other hand, the Jews could hardly accept 
the suggestion that they abandon legal titles like the Balfour Declara¬ 
tion and the Mandate, which were effectively in force and backed 
by the League of Nations and by Britain, for a still-to-be-defined title 
to Jewish autonomy in Palestine that depended on Arab success in 
establishing a single federal state from Palestine to Mesopotamia. 
Finally, the authority of the Arab negotiators to speak for a united 
pan-Arab national movement was not beyond question. Under the 
circumstances no more could have been expected as a result of the 
negotiations, even given the most favorable auspices, than to maintain 
friendly contact in anticipation of a time when the plan for a form 
of Jewish sovereignty in Palestine, as part of a greater federal state, 
should become more realistic. 

In any case, by the end of 1922 the division of the Middle East 
into distinct political entities was too final a fact for Jewish-Arab 
negotiations to be conducted with a view to reversing it. Even talks 
with Abdullah for uniting Palestine and Transjordan under a single 
regime with the Balfour Declaration applying to both were rather 
pointless, in view of Britain's set policy of keeping Abdullah on one 
side of the Jordan and the Zionists on the other. 83 Zionist endeavors 
to achieve any tangible rapprochement with the Arabs had to be con¬ 
fined essentially to Palestine west of the Jordan. And in that area 
the Zionists had to work within the fixed limits of British policy and 
primarily through British channels, rather than by direct contacts 
with Arabs, so long as they hoped to further the growth of the Jewish 
national home under the terms of the Mandate. 

The attempt at an understanding with Palestinian Arabs, mediated 
by Britain, was begun as early as the attempt at a regional under¬ 
standing with the whole Arab nationalist movement. In 1918, shortly 
before his visit to Feisal’s headquarters, Weizmann was able to meet 
leading Arab notables in Jerusalem through the good offices of Sir 
Ronald Storrs and to seek, not without some superficial success, to 
persuade them of the friendly intentions of the Zionists. 84 These 
efforts were not only supported by the British far more consistently 
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than the attempts at a Jewish-Arab understanding covering the whole 
region; they were more or less demanded of the Zionists by the 
mandatary. For, one object that could be obtained by their success 
would be to make possible the administration of the Mandate with 
the consent of all the governed, a situation not only desirable in itself 
but capable of sparing Britain untold expense and trouble. But if the 
British felt that an Arab-Jewish rapprochement was something they 
could legitimately demand of the Jews, and if it became a British 
grievance that the Zionists did not achieve the required understand¬ 
ing, the Zionists, for their part, were always aware how much an Arab- 
Jewish understanding in mandated Palestine depended on the man¬ 
datary’s policy, and they made a grievance of policies which, in their 
opinion, discouraged rather than favored its emergence. 

A crucial question was the participation of the Arabs in the 
gradual development of self-governing institutions in Palestine. For 
the British, success in this field meant gaining a cardinal proof of 
the consent of the governed. For the Jews, it meant Arab acceptance 
of the Balfour Declaration, however the Arabs might wish to interpret 
it, and the creation of a political meeting place where Jews and 
Arabs, with British assistance, might gradually work out a mutually 
acceptable interpretation of the status of Palestine. Consequently 
the Zionist Executive watched with critical concern the way in which 
the first High Commissioner dealt with this question. The diary of 
Col. Frederick Kisch, (1888-1943), the head of the Zionist Political 
Department at the time, is unsparing in its frequently repeated objec¬ 
tions to the policy adopted. 85 The Palestine administration, he felt, 
was following a course calculated to discourage Arab moderates and 
give the Arab extremists every reason to persist in their stubborn 
rejection of the terms of the Mandate. When the Husseini clan, who 
dominated Arab councils, refused to participate in the proposed 
Advisory Council or when their faction boycotted the elections, the 
Government should have gone ahead and established the Council 
with the cooperation of rival clans and leaders with more moderate 
views. So, too, Kisch lamented the administration’s lack of energy in 
trying to advance municipal self-government, which was the most 
suitable area for developing Arab-Jewish “grassroots” collaboration. 
His general conclusion was that Herbert Samuel, under the guidance 
of British partisans of Arab extremism like Ernest T. Richmond, 
seemed to think that the way to appease Arab opposition to the 
Mandate was to give its most violent opponents positions of govern¬ 
ment-sanctioned power, on the theory, no doubt, that authority makes 
responsible men out of rebels. This policy, he felt, not only failed 
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of its purpose but involved discrediting Arab moderates in their own 
community and destroyed the basis on which one might hope to win 
over the Arabs for cooperation within a political framework with 
the Jews. 

The Palestine administration may or may not have been working 
on some such theory as the Zionists attributed to them in the recogni¬ 
tion they granted to the extremist Husseini clan and in their general 
policy regarding “self-governing institutions” and local self-govern¬ 
ment. A British intelligence report on factions among the Arabs in 
the days of the military administration suggests that the Husseinis 
may have been favored over their rivals in the Arab nationalist 
movement because it appeared at the time that they were so anti- 
French that they would accept Zionism in order to get Britain, not 
France, as their mandatary; while some of the Nashashibis (later 
considered moderates by Britons and Jews alike) were among the 
group that would accept a French Mandate over a united Palestine 
and Syria rather than the division of the area and the establishment 
of a Jewish National Home in Palestine. 86 In any case, after the first 
tide of postwar Arab uprisings from Egypt to Syria swept over Pales¬ 
tine as well, ending everywhere in defeat, whoever led the resentful 
Arab community could only hope to keep his position by riding the 
wave of nationalist extremism. If the faction not in control voiced 
more moderate opinions, it may have been because of their weakness. 
The British alone, if they wished, could oust the Husseinis from their 
central positions of communal and political power and install the 
Nashashibis in their place; while Jewish votes could perhaps decide 
the issue of power in the municipal elections. But the Jews soon 
discovered — as they had in Turkish days — that an appearance of 
moderation, which won their support before a municipal election, 
was speedily dropped by the successful candidate, who sought to 
restore his credit among his Arab constituents by a display of na¬ 
tionalist partisanship. 87 

In the light of their experience, the Zionists ceased to complain 
against British failure to bring Jews and Arabs together in self- 
governing institutions. They learned in the mixed Jewish-Arab 
municipalities that talking over or even collaborating in minor matters 
did not necessarily lead to rapprochement on fundamental issues, 
but instead, under the conditions of Palestine, the major differences 
sometimes carried over into minor questions where they were ir¬ 
relevant. The task remained of finding some basis for agreement 
between Jews and Palestinian Arabs on their major differences. 

When the stakes in the game were a federal Arab state covering a 



334 ZIONISM & INTERNATIONAL COMMUNITY 

whole region, on the one hand, and Jewish sovereignty in Palestine, 
on the other, it was possible for the Zionists to hope for agreement 
on the lines of the Balfour Declaration without further specification. 
For help in gaining and developing a large Arab commonwealth from 
the Mediterranean to the Persian Gulf, the Arabs might agree to a 
small Jewish commonwealth in part of the area. But if the stakes 
were limited to Palestine alone, the Zionists knew from the outset 
that they would have to convince the Arabs of their willingness to 
guarantee certain desiderata which went beyond what was already 
explicit in the terms of the Mandate. This document already assured 
the Arabs, in specific terms, that their civil and religious rights and 
their ‘position” — authoritatively interpreted to mean their economic 
prosperity — would not be prejudiced by the development of the 
Jewish national home. The Zionists had one possible additional 
bargaining counter with which to gain Palestinian Arab acquiescence 
to the Balfour Declaration and the Mandate. This was to recognize 
that the Arabs had legitimate rights in Palestine not only as individual 
citizens or as the Moslem and Christian religious communities, but 
also as a national community. 

The Jews were predisposed, for many reasons, to the view that 
Arab rights in Palestine were not only those of individuals and of 
religious communities but of a nationality. They were among the 
leaders in the movement to gain recognition in the postwar settlement 
for the autonomy of minor nationalities in countries dominated by 
others. They were quick to see, therefore, that the formulas adopted 
in the Balfour Declaration not only could be interpreted on legal 
grounds, but should be interpreted on grounds of equity, as providing 
national rights for the Arabs, as well as for the Jews, in Palestine. 
This view was formulated by Ahad Ha’am in a classic analysis of 
the legal and political implications of what had actually been granted 
to the Jews in the British drafts of the Mandate, in comparison with 
formulations they themselves had proposed. 

“To facilitate the establishment in Palestine of a National Home for 
the Jewish people” — that is the text of the promise given to us by the 
British Government. But that is not the text suggested to the Government 
by the Zionist spokesmen. They wished it to read: “the re-establishment of 
Palestine as the National Home of the Jewish people”; but when the happy 
day arrived on which the Declaration was signed and sealed by the 
Government, it was found to contain the first formula and not the second 
.... There were some who understood at once that this had some signifi¬ 
cance; but others thought that the difference was merely one of form. Hence 
they sometimes attempted on subsequent occasions, when the negotiations 
with the Government afforded an opportunity, to formulate the promise in 
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their own wording, as though it had not been changed. But every time 
they found in the Government’s reply a repetition of the actual text of the 
Declaration — which proves that it is not a case where the same thing 
may be put equally well in either of two ways, but that the promise is really 
defined in this particular form of words, and goes no further. 

It can scarcely be necessary to explain at length the difference between the 
two versions. Had the British Government accepted the version suggested 
to it . . . its promise might have been interpreted as meaning that Pales¬ 
tine, inhabited as it now is, was restored to the Jewish people . . . ; that 
the Jewish people was to rebuild its waste places and was destined to rule 
over it . . . without regard to the consent or non-consent of its present 
inhabitants. For this rebuilding (it might have been understood) is only a 
renewal of the ancient right of the Jews which over-rides the right of the 
present inhabitants, who have wrongly established their national home on 
a land not their own. But the British Government, as it stated expressly 
in the Declaration itself, was not willing to promise anything which would 
harm the present inhabitants of Palestine . . . The Government thinks, it 
would seem, that when a people has only the moral force of its claim to 
build its national home in a land at present inhabited by others, and has 
not behind it a powerful army or fleet to prove the justice of its claim, that 
people can have only what its right allows it in truth and justice and not 
what conquering peoples take for themselves by armed force, under cover 
of various “rights” invented for the occasion. Now the historic right of a 
people in relation to a country inhabited by others can mean only the right 
to settle once more in its ancestral land, to work the land and develop its 
resources without hindrance . . . But this historic right does not over-ride 
the right of the other inhabitants, which is a tangible right based on 
generation after generation of life and work in the country .... This posi¬ 
tion, then, makes Palestine common ground for different peoples, each of 
which tries to establish its national home there; and in this position it is 
impossible for the national home of either of them to be complete and to 
embrace all that is involved in the conception of a “national home” .... 
national homes of different peoples in the same country can demand only 
national freedom for each one in its internal affairs, and the affairs of the 
country which are common to all of them are administered by all the 
“householders” jointly if the relations between them and their degree of 
development qualify them for the task, or, if that condition is not yet ful¬ 
filled, by a guardian from outside, who takes care that the rights of none 
shall be infringed . 88 

Ahad Ha’am wrote his analysis for the express purpose of damping 
the enthusiasm of those Zionists who saw in the confirmation of the 
Balfour Declaration at San Remo a prospect that a Jewish state would 
soon arise in Palestine. He obviously considered that his view of the 
legal and political as well as the moral implications of the Mandate, if 
accepted, necessarily involved abandoning fantastic hopes of rapid, 
massive immigration to Palestine and of far-reaching powers for the 
Jewish people, in and out of Palestine, to influence its development 
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and administration. But it would be incorrect to infer that the Zionists 
at the opposite pole of the movement, who entertained just such 
fantastic hopes, were indeed forced by the logic of their position to 
deny any kind of national rights to the Arabs in Palestine. Like other 
contemporary observers, Zionists did not consider Palestinian Arabs 
a distinct nationality apart from the general Arab national body; and 
some of them even had believed, in an earlier period, that the Levan¬ 
tine mixture of the whole Eastern Mediterranean littoral was so 
heterogeneous and so susceptible to outside influences that instead 
of developing their own nationalism, they would be assimilated in 
the Jewish national home. 89 But the same people who made these 
assertions or accepted these tacit premises were also strong adherents 
of the principle of national minority rights and believed in the preser¬ 
vation and fostering of any nationalist ideal that was real enough 
and strong enough to assert itself. Those who wanted rapid, massive 
Jewish immigration and a share for the Jewish people in governing 
Palestine were as ready as Ahad Ha’am to accept the principle that 
the Jewish commonwealth would have to permit and encourage the 
development of national individuality among its Arab citizens, if the 
latter showed a real desire for it. Ahad Ha’am, for his part, was as 
convinced as his opponents that the national rights of Arabs in Pales¬ 
tine did not include the legal or moral right to prevent Jewish 
immigration and resettlement to the point of Jewish numerical 
dominance, if the economic possibilities of the country permitted. 
Where the two differed was in their rating of contemporary Arab 
nationalism as a political force and in their tactics in relation to it. 
The “maximalists” did not believe that Arab nationalism was a serious 
obstacle in the early days of the Mandate, but they feared that if 
a Jewish majority were not speedily established it might become so. 
The “moderates,” who took a position similar in many ways to that 
of Ahad Ha’am, felt that Arab nationalism was already so significant 
a factor that it must be treated with, and they hoped that, with British 
cooperation, it might be possible to gain the acquiescence of the 
Arabs to the intermediate phase of immigration and resettlement, and 
eventually to the final phase of the creation of the Jewish common¬ 
wealth. 

There was, accordingly, no ideological dispute over the doctrine 
propounded in the resolution of the Carlsbad Congress in 1921 (and 
quoted with approval by the Churchill White Paper) which spoke 
of Palestine as “the common home” of Jews and Arabs whose upbuild¬ 
ing was to “assure to each of its peoples an undisturbed national 



THE MANDATE FOR PALESTINE 


337 


development.” It was an idea common to all Zionist shades of opinion, 
moreover, that the kind of colonization which they represented, as a 
national movement of permanent settlers, must be more beneficial 
and more acceptable to the Arabs, by its very nature, than the colonial 
methods of foreign imperialists. In the negotiations with Syrian or 
Hejazi Arabs for a settlement of regional scope, this Zionist doctrine 
had been accorded a sympathetic reception by the Arabs. They 
agreed, in effect, that a Jewish commonwealth with a “good neighbor” 
policy would make possible the necessary adjustments of the Arab 
countries to the modern world — a task inherent in the rise of Arab 
nationalism — without the threat of foreign domination. Stated in 
the regional context, moreover, there was nothing in the doctrine of 
the compatibility of Jewish and Arab nationalism which ruled out 
a demand (which might or might not be accepted by the Arabs in 
the course of negotiation) for the immediate recognition of the right 
to a Jewish majority and a Jewish commonwealth in Palestine. But 
when the Carlsbad Congress declared that Arab nationalism as well 
as Jewish nationalism had a place in Palestine, the tactical situation 
and, consequently, the pragmatic meaning of the principle enunciated 
were somewhat different. In theory, the Carlsbad Arab policy was 
proclaimed primarily in an attempt to gain consent by the Palestinian 
Arabs for the terms of the Balfour Declaration and the Mandate. In 
that context it signified Zionist renunciation of demands for an im¬ 
mediate recognition that Jews were to become a majority and establish 
a Jewish state in Palestine. 

There can be no clearer illustration of the tactical objectives of 
Zionist pronouncements of that time than Weizmann’s famous state¬ 
ment before the Supreme Council at the Peace Conference, in which 
he stated that he expected to build up in Palestine “a nationality 
which would be as Jewish as the French nation was French and 
the British nation British.” This statement was made in answer to a 
question by the American Secretary of State, Lansing, whether the 
Zionists meant by a Jewish national home to demand an autonomous 
Jewish government. 

Dr. Weizmann replied in the negative. The Zionist Organization did not 
want an autonomous Jewish Government, but merely to establish in Pales¬ 
tine, under a Mandatory Power, an administration, not necessarily Jewish, 
which would render it possible to send into Palestine 70,000 to 80,000 
Jews annually. The Zionist Association would require to have permission 
at the same time to build Jewish schools, where Hebrew would be taught, 
and in that way to build up gradually a nationality which would be as 
Jewish as the French nation was French and the British nation British. 
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Later on, when the Jews formed the large majority, they would be ripe to 
establish such a Government as would answer to the state of the develop¬ 
ment of the country and to their ideals. 90 

The reply was a fairly precise definition of the moderate Zionist 
view. The Zionists did not ask for immediate Jewish dominance in 
governing Palestine nor for unlimited mass immigration capable of 
installing a Jewish majority there in a short time. Arab fears of their 
lands’ being “expropriated” and their institutions being “dominated” 
might be assuaged, it was implied, by this assurance that Jewish 
economic expansion and the development of new political forms would 
be gradual, and that the Zionists would be considerate of the rights 
and position of the already settled population. Moreover the Jewish 
national character of the Jewish national home was defined with 
emphasis on the development of Hebrew culture, implying the parallel 
right of the “non-Jewish population” to develop its Arabic culture. 
And when the Jewish national home was fully developed, the Jewish 
character of Palestine would be like the national character of any 
democracy; which implied that the Arabs would have rights and 
facilities to develop their own national culture and would be repre¬ 
sented in the political institutions of the country as citizens fully 
equal to any other in the eyes of the law. 

This explanation, said Weizmann, satisfied Lansing. 91 But the 
declaration that “Palestine should be just as Jewish as America is 
American and England is English” had just the opposite effect on 
the Arabs. It was interpreted by Arabs not in the moderate sense 
that Weizmann intended, but as a claim for the establishment of 
Jewish dominance in Palestine immediately. It might be more correct, 
perhaps, to say that in their combative mood, the Arabs were not 
interested at all in distinctions between the ultimate and immediate 
or swift and gradual achievement of the Zionist aim. They opposed 
Zionism in any formulation. To have recognized this, however, would 
have been to concede at the very beginning of the Mandate that the 
Arabs were unalterably opposed to its terms, and that the Mandate 
would have to be administered without hope of their consent until 
its aim was accomplished. This was not an admission, naturally 
enough, that Britain was ready to make at the inception of its Man¬ 
date, nor a conclusion which the Zionist consensus was ready to face 
without attempting to overcome it by compromise. Consequently, the 
Churchill White Paper, on the assumption that Arab objections were 
based on a maximalist interpretation of Weizmann’s statement, took 
the Weizmann formula as its text in pledging in positive and un- 
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mistakable form the very assurances to the Arabs which were only 
implied and hence subject to misinterpretation in Weizmann’s remarks. 

Unauthorised statements have been made to the effect that the purpose 
in view is to create a wholly Jewish Palestine. Phrases have been used 
such as that Palestine is to become “as Jewish as England is English.” His 
Majesty's Government regard any such expectation as impracticable and 
have no such aim in view. Nor have they at any time contemplated, as 
appears to be feared by the Arab Delegation, the disappearance or the 
subordination of the Arabic population, language or culture in Palestine. 
They would draw attention to the fact that the terms of the Declaration 
referred to do not contemplate that Palestine as a whole should be converted 
into a Jewish National Home, but that such a Home should be founded in 
Palestine . 92 

It would be hard to find a document which, for reasons which 
can be readily understood, compounded so many errors within so 
brief a text. A few of them are pertinent here and must be examined. 
The Weizmann statement was misinterpreted as a maximalist rather 
than a moderate Zionist formula, and Zionist maximalism was mis¬ 
interpreted as contemplating “the disappearance or the subordination 
of the Arabic population, language or culture in Palestine.” In this, 
of course, Churchill was responding not to Weizmann’s statement 
itself, in its proper context and interpretation, but to its restatement 
by the Arabs in the light of their own fears and tactical concerns. On 
the other hand, Mr. Churchill also misinterpreted the Arabs’ mood 
when he implied that they were probably opposed not to the kind 
of Zionism he favored himself but only to maximalist Zionism in the 
form described — that is, to the immediate or rapid creation of a 
Jewish state and of a Jewish majority, with the prospect of submerg¬ 
ing the individual tradition of the Arabs. Their opposition applied, 
in fact, to the creation of a Jewish majority and a Jewish state at 
whatever speed, and not only to the submergence but to any relative 
alteration of their traditional position in Palestine. But despite this 
fundamental opposition, it was natural to hope that Arabs and Jews 
might be brought to a form of agreement — like the Weizmann-Feisal 
treaty — which left it to time to settle these issues, and that they could 
be induced to cooperate with the British during an intermediate phase 
with the ultimate questions held in abeyance. The Churchill White 
Paper was an attempt to achieve this by guaranteeing the Arabs 
against demands the Zionists were not, in fact, making, and by assum¬ 
ing that the Arab grievance was something other than what it, in 
fact, was. 

Considering that the Churchill White Paper was formulated in 
close consultation with Herbert Samuel, and that he was, in a way, 
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a representative of Zionism in the Mandatory government, the pre¬ 
tenses or pious misrepresentations alluded to may be reasonably 
attributed to the Zionists as well; at least to the moderates among 
them who sought to cooperate with the mandatary. They could no 
more concede than could the British, at the beginning of the Mandate, 
that the Arabs were irreconcilably opposed to the Balfour Declaration; 
not, at least, without trying to reconcile them to it. Their early success 
in negotiations of regional scope, moreover, gave them grounds to 
suppose that the Arabs, like themselves, might be willing, under 
proper conditions, to let ultimate issues rest while cooperating in an 
intermediate phase of the Mandate. The British, in any case, were 
not prepared to enforce the Mandate without an attempt to gain 
Arab consent, and there was no choice but to try the assumption that 
Arab acceptance of the Balfour Declaration could be gained. Such 
an assumption implied that if Arab consent were not forthcoming it 
was not the fault of Zionist aims inseparable from the Declaration, 
but of certain interpretations of Zionist aims which were either not 
held by Zionists at all or which most Zionists were ready to disavow. 
Thus, while they might criticize the way in which the Churchill 
White Paper formulated the matter, the Zionists were prepared, in 
substance, to agree. And, indeed, the White Paper was able to back 
up its interpretation of the Balfour Declaration by citing the resolu¬ 
tion of the Carlsbad Congress a year earlier, which recognized that 
Arabs had not only individual and communal but national rights in 
Palestine. 

But this was not enough. Despite the White Paper and Zionist 
declarations in the same vein, the Arabs continued to reject the 
Mandate. Even in Europe, the status of a national minority remained 
a minority status; and to propose it to mainly Moslem Arabs in 
Palestine meant, in their terms, to reduce them to a millet — that is, 
to place them in the subordinate position occupied by Jews and 
Christians in Turkish times. If the policy of moderate Zionism were 
to be continued, more assurances would have to be offered to the 
Arabs. The refusal of the Arabs to defer ultimate issues would have 
to be faced. The solution offered by the Zionist Organization for this 
problem was its proposal — maintained through the late 20’s and early 
30’s — that there be parity between the two nations in Palestine: 
neither was to dominate or be dominated by the other in the self- 
governing institutions of the country. 93 This principle was to apply 
under the Mandate, when Arabs were the majority, and it was to 
apply in the independent Palestine when it was hoped that Jews 
would be the majority. 
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As a solution of the political difficulties of the Mandate, the pro¬ 
posal of parity remained blatantly academic. Put forward repeatedly 
by the Zionists, it was ignored by the Arabs and the British alike. 
And if the idea were to have had any practical significance, it needed 
to attract the interest not only of the Arabs but of the British as well. 
For the idea of political parity without regard to numbers had one 
fatal defect in common with the idea of postponing the ultimate 
political solution of their differences. Conceived as a method to gain 
goodwill, it could also, given ill-will, cause existing differences to be 
prosecuted with even greater rigidity. In a legislative council based 
on Jewish-Arab parity, major issues involving their national rivalry 
might invariably result in a deadlock. Consequently, an impartial 
umpire — Britain during the Mandate, and some international agency, 
perhaps, after Palestine attained independence — was likely to be in¬ 
dispensable. The Zionists might hope — and, indeed, argued — that in 
the future Commonwealth of Palestine, a legislature in which Jews 
and Arabs were represented equally in spite of Jewish predominance 
in the population would not be deadlocked on important issues, be¬ 
cause the social and economic interests represented would cut across 
national lines. 94 But, certainly, if such a legislature were to be set 
up during the Mandate, when the growth of the Jewish population 
towards a majority in accordance with the Balfour Declaration would 
constitute the major political issue, it could only be saved from dead¬ 
lock by the casting vote of the British umpire. 

It is clear why neither this nor the British plans for self-governing 
institutions with restricted authority had any appeal to the Arabs. 
Considered in terms of political advantage alone, the Arabs were 
being asked, under the British proposal, to consent to a form of 
government which gave only a certain symbolical recognition to their 
existing predominance without authority to maintain it in the future. 
Under the Jewish proposal of parity regardless of numbers, they were 
being asked to surrender their claims to political predominance based 
on their existing majority in return for the Jewish promise to do the 
same in the future, when they might rise to a majority. In the latter 
case, they were being given the proverbial offer of a bird in the 
bush for the bird in their hand; while in the former it was suggested 
that they set free the bird in their hand on the theory that it might 
prove to be a homing pigeon. 

It is equally clear why the British showed no inclination to sub¬ 
stitute the Zionist proposals of parity for their own plans concerning 
self-governing institutions under the Mandate. Their primary concern 
was not with the ultimate political structure of an independent 
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Palestine but with obtaining the consent of the Arabs — who alone 
remained recalcitrant — for their administration of Palestine under the 
Mandate. Moreover, in the effort to obtain Arab consent their pub¬ 
lished proposals were leaning more and more toward recognition of 
the Arab claim to a constitutional predominance in Palestine. To adopt 
the Jewish suggestion of constitutional parity would have meant 
lowering their bid when the Arabs were demanding that it be raised 
still higher. Even in the earliest proposals made by the British con¬ 
cerning self-governing institutions in Palestine, there were some 
exceptions to the principle that anything touching the promise of the 
Jewish national home, and hence bearing on the ultimate political 
status of Palestine, was reserved for the mandatary and withdrawn 
from the competence of the representative bodies to be created. The 
White Paper of 1922 noted that the question of immigration, a central 
issue in determining the ultimate predominance of Jews or Arabs and 
the political character of the future Palestine Commonwealth, would 
not be withdrawn entirely from the competence of the proposed 
legislative council. 95 In subsequent revisions of the British offer during 
the 30’s, the legislative council, now altered to give the elected Arab 
members a virtual majority, was to be given the fullest opportunity 
to discuss, if not decide, immigration and other strategic questions of 
Mandate policy. Moreover, during this time the British themselves 
adopted increasingly restrictive measures regarding immigration and 
land settlement designed to preserve the endangered predominance 
of the Arabs in Palestine. They also began to draft plans for the 
termination of the Mandate which, they hoped, would satisfy the 
Arabs, but which doomed Zionist hopes. And, when these plans did 
not gain full Arab approval, they began to put them into effect 
piecemeal. 96 

In view of this volte-face of British policy, it was impossible any 
longer for the official Zionist group, or for any group that wished 
the support of the Zionist consensus, to rely on the academic formula 
of parity. Even if there had been any sign that either the British or 
the Arabs would agree to accept this offer as a basis for discussion, it 
could no longer be accepted by the Jews because of its major inherent 
defect. A political structure built on the principle of binational parity 
meant having recourse to an impartial arbiter in case of deadlock. 
The Jews in the 20’s had been willing to rely on Britain’s good faith 
in implementing the Balfour Declaration, and to accept self-governing 
institutions subject to a British official majority or to a British veto 
or casting vote. In the 30’s they no longer had this confidence; and 
lacking faith in Britain, the Zionist consensus knew of no other im- 
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partial arbiter, either, to whom it would be willing to entrust the 
casting vote in a binational deadlock on issues of such importance as 
the admission of Jews to Palestine. The binational idea vaguely ex¬ 
pressed in the official Zionist offer of parity regardless of number was 
carried on, accordingly, only by groups of partisans who occupied 
peripheral positions in the sphere of permissible attitudes sanctioned 
by the Zionist consensus. 

More representative Zionist opinion and the official groups with 
a more central and intimate relation with the Zionist consensus 
could not accept proposals to rely on Britain or submit the rights 
granted once by the international community to a new international 
arbitration. The Jewish problem, as it presented itself in the days of 
Hitler and in their aftermath, was no longer one on which the Jewish 
community could submit to Solomonic judgments. Regardless of the 
final form of a political solution for Palestine, the problem of Jewish 
refugees was one which Jewish opinion insisted Palestine must solve. 

The imminence of a final political resolution of the Palestine 
problem was a reality, however, which Jewish opinion, from the late 
30’s on, could no longer avoid facing. Hence, the Jewish consensus 
held itself open for a reformulation of its basic demands. It insisted 
only that whatever the final political solution of the Palestine problem, 
which was soon to be expected, it must make it possible to solve the 
postwar problem of the Jews in Palestine. This implied a readiness 
to abandon both the demand for carrying out the letter and spirit 
of the Balfour Declaration and the proposal for Jewish Arab parity, 
regardless of number. The first position could no longer be maintained 
once it was recognized that neither Britain nor any other international 
trustee could be expected to carry out the Mandate. The second was 
equally impossible once it was recognized that the position of im¬ 
partial umpire between Jews and Arabs required exactly the qualities 
demanded in vain of a mandatary. Only the Jews themselves, was 
the necessary conclusion, could be relied on to administer Palestine — 
or a part of it entrusted to them — for the purpose of solving the 
problem of the Jews. And an agreement with the Arabs, it was con¬ 
cluded, would come only after the essential Jewish political demands 
were firmly established; it was not a feasible method for achieving 
the indispensable Zionist political goals. 97 



1 TERMINATION OF THE 
XU MANDATE: EVOLUTION OF 
THE PLAN FOR PARTITION 


We have considered in earlier chapters of this book the unusual 
conceptions of sovereignty which grew up out of the myth of auto- 
Emancipation. The special circumstances under which the Palestine 
Mandate was terminated and Israel arose have also had the effect 
of producing unusual attitudes towards and conditions for the exercise 
of sovereignty in the Jewish state. 

Israel is a state with peculiar bonds to the international community, 
bonds of filiation in one sense and of subjection in another. It had 
its legal origin, in some degree, in an act of the United Nations, and 
its first, basic proclamation refers explicitly to this as a source and 
inspiration. 1 But Israel is also bound in a web of international com¬ 
mitments, involvements, restrictions and dependencies. To Israel 
these appear not as a source of institutional inspiration but as a fate 
which it feels to be irritating and in some cases capricious. 

Moreover, Israel was born after an extraordinary travail. For ten 
years before the rise of the state, its founders were exposed not only 
to the strain of political uncertainty but to the trauma of Hitler’s 
persecution of the Jews, which renewed with overwhelming force the 
basic Zionist myth of auto-Emancipation and activism. During that 
period the Zionist myth image of sovereignty extended its dominant 
influence to the entire Jewish consensus, while its intensity reached 
ultimate limits among the Zionists themselves. 

In Israel today, consequently, there exists a tension, a sense of 
precarious balance, between the impulses to make sovereignty ab¬ 
solute and the conditions which require a sovereignty moderated and 
restricted as the Zionist conception of sovereignty had been in its 
earlier history. A decade during which the liquidation of the Palestine 
Mandate remained probable, but never certain, created this unstable 
tension of opposed forces; after two decades of Israel’s existence, the 
institutional forms in which they could be permanently balanced had 
not yet been fully established. 
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One of the major ambiguities in the Mandate for Palestine consisted 
in the provisions for its termination. The Mandate, as we have seen, 
sought to gain the consent of the governed by leaving the ultimate 
form of sovereignty open and defining only the conditions of the 
intermediate phase of development in Palestine. Hence, it could not 
establish a clear criterion by which to determine its own successful 
completion. The other “A” Mandates, by citing and quoting the fourth 
paragraph of Article 22 of the League of Nations Covenant, specified 
that they were to be terminated when the people under mandate 
were “able to stand alone.” Even in these cases, the question of the 
manner in which mandates might be terminated presented a complex 
issue; and it was considered appropriate that the League of Nations 
be given commitments about certain future policies of the proposed 
new state, assuming international obligations contained in the man¬ 
date, before a mandate was ended. 2 The Palestine Mandate, as we 
have seen, deliberately omitted citations which could define the proper 
moment for its termination; though it did contain, in Articles 8, 13, 
14, and 28 stipulations which would be binding in the event of 
termination. A member of the Permanent Mandates Commission 
sought to supply the deficiency by interpretation, in the following 
manner: 

The Arabs claimed that the Palestine mandate was incompatible with 
paragraph 4 of Article 22 of the Covenant, and that they were therefore 
justified in regarding the mandate as non-existent . . . . It was true that the 
Covenant referred to “the advice and assistance” of a Mandatory and that 
these terms were not to be found in the mandate, which, in Article 1, 
conferred on Great Britain full legislative and administrative powers. As, 
however, these full powers were limited to Article 1 by the terms of the 
mandate, and as Article 2 provided for the development of self-governing 
institutions, it followed that the provisions of Article 1 had only a transitory 
character. The duration of the transitory period must depend, in the first 
place and in principle, on the Arabs themselves. As soon as they were 
prepared to contribute to the establishment of a free Government in a form 
which respected the international obligations of Great Britain, paragraph 
4 of Article 22 of the Covenant would have its full effect for Palestine as 
for the other mandated territories. 3 

It would seem, from this statement, that the condition for the 
development of self-governing institutions, leading towards independ¬ 
ence, was acceptance by the Arabs of the Balfour Declaration as a 
British international obligation; and, consequently, the condition for 
the creation of an independent Palestine and the termination of the 
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mandate would be a declaration by the new state assuming an appro¬ 
priate variant of the same international obligation, and so committing 
itself to the idea of the Jewish national home. 

But the legal framework of the Jewish national home, as provided 
in the Mandate, defined a process of growth rather than a terminal 
status. There were authorities on international law and diplomatic 
history who concluded from this that the Mandate was to be of 
indefinite duration, ending only when there no longer remained any 
economic absorptive capacity in Palestine for the further develop¬ 
ment of the Jewish national home. 4 This was a rather academic goal, 
which hardly constituted a feasible criterion for determining the end 
of a Mandate. On the other hand, from the beginning it was obvious 
to those who drafted the Mandate that political, if not legal, criteria 
must be expected at some time to make it clear that the term of the 
Mandate was concluded, and that the final form of Palestine's sover¬ 
eignty must be decided, 'pro-rata,” in accordance with the propor¬ 
tions of national elements in the population. 

Political pressures for the termination of the "A” Mandates built 
up even before the Mandates were formulated and approved, and 
grew progressively stronger. Soon after, the Arab mandated territories 
or treaty-bound states surrounding Palestine were going forward 
rapidly to fuller independence. Foreign powers like Italy, Germany, 
or even Russia, which had not figured seriously in the British and 
French contest for Middle Eastern power and influence in the 
1920's, put in a threatening appearance. 5 The British policy of building 
up an Anglo-Arab entente began to seem a pressing need, not merely 
wise counsel for a rather remote future. In Palestine, this led to a 
policy of restricting the Jewish national home to proportions that 
would preserve the status quo of Arab predominance; to renewed 
proposals for self-governing institutions, with diminishing concern 
for the effect upon the Jewish national home of Arab votes; and to 
projects for terminating the Mandate under conditions of Arab pre¬ 
dominance. 

Considering these new British proposals for Palestine in their legal 
context, the Permanent Mandates Commission repeatedly pointed out 
inconsistencies with the provisions of the Mandate. The Commission, 
as we have noted, seems to have been the first to suggest that the 
inability of the mandatary to go forward with the creation of self- 
governing institutions constituted an Arab grievance under Article 2 
of the Mandate. It began now to express doubts concerning proposals 
to create a Legislative Council under conditions which would make 
it seem a reward for intransigeance in opposing the Balfour Declara- 
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tion. 6 The exemption of Transjordan from the terms of the Balfour 
Declaration formed a specific provision (Article 25) of the Mandate, 
but the Permanent Mandates Commission repeatedly questioned the 
manner in which this was carried out. The exclusion of Jewish settlers 
from Transjordan was decried as contrary to the Mandate provisions 
against discrimination on grounds of race or religion. Members of 
the Commission also criticized the British policy of preventing land 
sales to Jews even when the Emir Abdullah and his parliament were 
in favor, as well as the unwillingness to plan the settlement of Western 
Palestinian Arabs, if not of Jews, in Transjordan. 7 

The question of a procedure for terminating the Mandate — or, 
at least, of basic changes in it — arose early in connection with Trans¬ 
jordan. The Mandates Commission questioned the validity of the 
procedure by which quasi-independence was granted to Emir Abdul¬ 
lah under an Anglo-Transjordan Treaty. This measure was only 
announced to the League of Nations and not effected after consulta¬ 
tion with the League and with its consent and approval. M. Rappard 
even pointed out the difficulty that the Palestine Mandate had no 
provisions concerning the proper time and manner for advancing to 
independence, so that the Treaty might appear to be without any 
foundation in the terms on which the country was entrusted to the 
mandatary. But the Council of the League, unwilling to concern 
itself with the Commission s legal scruples, endorsed the British act 
and, by implication, its procedure. 8 

Thus, when Britain began, in the late thirties, to suggest forms 
for the termination of the Palestine Mandate or, in the meantime, to 
restrict the further development of the Jewish national home, both 
the Jewish petitioners and the Permanent Mandates Commission were 
aware that their legal objections to such measures might not be 
effective in the superior, political forum of the League, the Council. In 
spite of this, the Permanent Mandates Commission sharply criticized 
the anti-Zionist turn of British policy at its successive stages. This 
judicial support of their case strengthened the Jews in their appeal 
from the British government to public opinion, and hardened their 
determination to defend their cause against the fixed policy of the 
mandatary. Their morale was heightened by the conviction that their 
own attitude was formally as well as essentially legitimate, while the 
laws directed against the growth of the Jewish national home were 
constitutionally illegitimate. 

Suggestions that the growth of the Jewish national home should 
be restrained in order to maintain Arab predominance in Palestine 
were made in a vague form in the inquiries, reports, and official 
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Colonial Office statements that followed the 1929 outbreak in Pales¬ 
tine. 9 When the Permanent Mandates Commission met in extraordi¬ 
nary session about a year afterward, two different views on the con¬ 
stitutional questions involved were voiced by the members, the British- 
accredited representative maintaining an interested silence. The 
chairman, Marquis Theodoli, indicated that the Palestine Mandate 
seemed to contain mutually contradictory provisions. Like all Man¬ 
dates, and particularly all “A” Mandates, it was required under Article 
22 of the League Covenant to bring the country to independence; 
but it also contained the special obligation to establish the Jewish 
national home. The latter obligation, he felt, should be subordinate 
to the former and carried out only to the extent consistent with it. 
He strongly suggested that the Jewish national home might be 
considered already established. In sharp disagreement, M. Rappard 
began by stating the principle that the Permanent Mandates Com¬ 
mission, by its very function as a quasi-judicial body, must consider 
the Mandate a consistent document. If the Mandate were not held 
consistent, two interpretations of it were indeed possible: a pro- 
Arab interpretation would make self-governing institutions the primary 
obligation and let the growth of the Jewish national home depend on 
the consent of the existing Arab majority — which meant, in effect, 
to prohibit its growth; and a pro-Jewish interpretation would rule 
out all intermediate stages of development and allow the institution 
of territorial self-government only in the ultimate form of the Jewish 
commonwealth. Assuming the Mandate to be an inconsistent docu¬ 
ment, each interpretation would try to resolve the difficulty by giving 
preference to one obligation over the other. If, as the Commission 
must do, the Mandate were interpreted as a consistent document, 
then both obligations should be pursued; and, hence, self-governing 
institutions should be gradually established to the degree and in 
forms consistent with the growth of the Jewish national home. 10 

The report of the Commission which followed this discussion 
defined the position in the following terms: the Mandate must be 
interpreted as a consistent document, and both of its obligations 
much be considered of equal weight and equal priority. It was neces¬ 
sary to distinguish between the objects and immediate obligations of 
the Mandate. Its objects were to create the Jewish national home and 
to bring Palestine to the stage of self-government. No term was set 
for the achievement of these objects, and no complaint could be made 
against the mandatary if it had not accomplished them fully at any 
given time. The immediate obligations of the mandatary were only 
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to facilitate the development of the Jewish national home and of 
self-governing institutions. 

The policy of the Mandatory would not be fairly open to criticism unless 
it aimed at crystallising the Jewish National Home at its present stage of 
development, or rigidly stabilising the public institutions of Palestine in 
their present form. 11 

The Peel Commission, investigating the Arab revolt of 1936, 
confronted the Permanent Mandates Commission with a new and 
startling set of conclusions. On the legal side, it carried the analysis 
of the Mandate a radical step further than the Commission had gone. 
The Mandate, it concluded, if held consistent, was a consistently pro- 
Zionist document. The Jewish national home clauses were the primary 
purpose of the Mandate, and the safeguards for the non-Jewish 
population could be applied, consequently, only in so far as consistent 
with the primary obligation. But this purely theoretical consistency 
rested upon a pragmatic assumption. Those who drafted the Mandate 
assumed that Jewish and Arab interests in Palestine were reconcilable 
in practice; that by a tactful approach and demonstrated economic 
benefits, the Zionists and the government would gain Arab consent 
for the Jewish national home policy. Events had shown, however, 
that the rival national interests were not, in fact, reconcilable; so that 
the Mandate, whether consistent or inconsistent, was at any rate 
impracticable. Thus, the Peel Commission disposed of the legal argu¬ 
ment and passed to the decisive political problem. Its favored solution 
involved terminating the Mandate and giving both Jews and Arabs 
as much as possible of their demands, under existing circumstances, 
by means of a partition. Pending such a solution, they proposed that 
the Mandate be administered henceforth in accordance with what 
was politically expedient rather than what was legally required. The 
growth of the Jewish national home should be crystallized at its 
existing relative position in respect to population and land holdings. 
Emphasis should henceforth be laid on preparing the two nations in 
Palestine for eventual self-government in a common state; but how 
little faith the Commission reposed in this prospect is indicated by 
the fact that they did not recommend the establishment of a Legislative 
Council under existing circumstances. 12 

The problem which these findings presented to the Permanent 
Mandates Commission was one of unanticipated difficulty. As the 
Commissions report tartly noted, if a mandatary stated officially 
that its Mandate was unworkable that in itself was sufficient to make 
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it so. The question of terminating the Mandate was, thus, forced upon 
the Commission, even though it found itself without clear legal cri¬ 
teria for considering it. Considering the political feasibility of the 
proposal, the Commission pointed out the enormous difficulties that 
any plan for partitioning Palestine faced, in view of the existing 
circumstances in the country and the attitude of the peoples con¬ 
cerned. It recommended, however, that the proposal be studied in 
terms of the following principle: 

Any solution to prove acceptable should therefore deprive the Arabs of as 
small a number as possible of the places to which they attach particular 
value, either because they are their present homes or for reasons of religion. 
And further, the areas allotted to the Jews should be sufficiently extensive, 
fertile and well situated from the point of view of communications by sea 
and land to be capable of intensive economic development and consequently 
of dense and rapid settlement. 13 

At the same time, the Commission opposed any attempt to achieve 
a partition by setting up two separate states without preliminaries. 
They suggested that partition be approached gradually by dividing 
the country into cantons, some open and some closed to Jewish 
development, or by setting up two separate mandates, with the 
League of Nations to decide when each was ready for independent 
statehood. 14 

The British government made its own investigation of partition 
as a solution in Palestine, with the result that it abandoned the idea. 
Instead it adopted the alternative of retaining the Mandate for an 
additional period of at least ten years, 15 while restricting Jewish 
immigration and land purchase in order to crystallize the growth of 
the Jewish national home at its existing relative position. 

The justification now resorted to was no longer a frank avowal 
that the Mandate could not be carried out and that overriding political 
considerations demanded a speedy terminal solution. Instead, the 
British government presented its policy as an interpretation of its 
legal obligations under the Mandate, whose termination, consequently, 
might be deferred. The new policy was, therefore, judged by the 
Mandates Commission in accordance with legal criteria first of all. The 
Commission unanimously declared that "the policy set out in the 
White Paper was not in accordance with the interpretation which, 
in agreement with the Mandatory and the Council, the Commission 
had always placed upon the Palestine mandate.” However, it went 
on to consider whether, under existing political circumstances, "the 
Palestine mandate might not perhaps be open to a new interpretation 
which, while still respecting its main principles, would be sufficiently 
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flexible for the policy of the White Paper not to appear at variance 
with it.” On this ground, no unanimity was possible, and the Com¬ 
mission had to refer the Council to its minutes for an exposition of 
the views of individual members. 

(14) As will be seen therein, four of the latter did not feel able to 
state that the policy of the White Paper was in conformity with the 
mandate, any contrary conclusion appearing to them to be ruled out by 
the very terms of the mandate and by the fundamental intentions of its 
authors. 

(15) The other members, three in number, were unable to share this 
opinion; they consider that the existing circumstances would justify the 
policy of the White Paper, provided the Council did not oppose it. 

(16) All the members agree in thinking that the considerations put 
forward in the report of the Royal Commission of 1937 and in the 
preliminary opinion presented by the Mandates Commission in August 
of the same year have not lost their relevance: the solution [of partition] 
envisaged in those two documents (excluding the setting-up of two 
independent States withdrawn at the outset from mandatory control) 
should be borne in mind at the appropriate moment. 16 

Only a few months after this discussion, World War II broke out. 
Britain, having no opportunity to seek Council approval for its policy, 
simply proceeded to put the policy into effect. For the whole tragic 
period of the war and its aftermath until 1948, Palestine was governed 
on the principle, adopted as a provisional measure in 1937 and made 
permanent by the 1939 White Paper, that the Jewish national home 
was to be crystallized at its existing relative position. This was a 
policy which the Jews rejected as a repudiation of the international 
trust undertaken in the Mandate, and which they held to have been 
disavowed by international legal opinion. They drew the conclusion 
that they had the right to refuse their cooperation to the execution 
of that policy and to act in defiance of it. Legal rationalizations gave 
them conviction in this attitude, but its emotional motivation was the 
unparalleled urgency of the ‘problem of the Jews” in those days, and 
the fury aroused by Britain's fixed resolve not to consider this problem 
as pertinent to the administration of its mandate in Palestine. 

n 

The fundamental connection between the Jewish national home 
and the Jewish problem was interpreted by Zionists in different ways, 
as we have seen, some stressing the problem of Judaism, some the 
problem of the Jews as the prior and paramount problem to be solved. 
But, the Zionist movement did not develop major groupings that 
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defined either the problem of Judaism or the problem of the Jews 
as the exclusive task, ruling out any obligation to solve the other. 
From the beginning, there were British spokesmen who, for reasons 
of imperial policy, were predisposed to make such a distinction. They 
gradually came to define not only the purpose of the Mandate, but 
also the intent of a “moderate” Zionism, working within the legitimate 
framework of the Mandate, as being to solve only the problem of 
Judaism, not of the Jews. In the end they, or rather events, persuaded 
the British government to deny its sanction to any Zionism but an 
essentially imaginary “moderate” Zionism which would concern itself 
exclusively with solving the problem of Judaism, and not at all with 
the problem of the Jews. Such an arbitrary definition of Zionism was 
not the official British attitude in the early days of the Mandate, when 
the Jewish situation permitted moderation to be preached to Zionists. 
It became the official British attitude in the later years, when the 
critical turn of the problem of the Jews made it impossible for any 
Zionist, however much predisposed to such a philosophy, to be satis¬ 
fied with an attempt at the solution of the problem of Judaism alone 
in Palestine. 

The negotiators who cooperated in drawing up the Mandate, 
Britons and Zionists alike, thought in terms of a rate of immigration 
of fifty to eighty thousand a year and a total of three to six million 
Jews to be settled in Palestine. These were figures that signified a 
clear purpose, which was, in any case, explicitly avowed: not only 
to set up a viable social context for a revived Jewish culture in 
Palestine, but to take care of a major part of the anticipated Jewish 
emigration from Europe and to ease the “Jewish problem” for those 
who remained. On the other hand, the flow of emigrants to America, 
in preceding decades reaching a peak annual rate in excess of a 
hundred thousand, had not produced a net decrease in the Jewish 
population in Europe. Natural increase had more than taken up the 
slack. Thus, what was hoped for was not, in any sense, the Herzlian 
vision of a mass migration of entire communities out of areas of acute 
anti-Semitism. Even Nordau’s proposal for an immediate transfer 
of six hundred thousand Jews to Palestine was more clearly related 
to the political problem of establishing a Jewish majority at the 
outset than to an envisaged surgical solution of the Jewish problem. 

The expected rate of immigration generally referred to in the 
beginning was reduced in the light of experience, as the British and 
the Jews learned that realism as well as prudence dictated a more 
modest flow. The formal criterion which was applied as an authorita¬ 
tive interpretation of the law of the Mandate was that Jewish im- 
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migration should not exceed Palestine’s economic absorptive capacity 
at a given time, and that the Jews should be able to finance it. But 
the British and the Jews each had an important additional test by 
which they were disposed to measure the rate of Jewish immigration. 

The British felt that a gradual rather than rapid influx of Jews 
into Palestine was desirable on political grounds, as it would probably 
be less irritating to the Arabs and entail less difficulty and expense 
in the administration of Palestine. This was a principle which only 
was put forward as a precise, legal measure of Jewish immigration in 
the later period, but which acted from the beginning as a diffuse 
motivation predisposing the British to a cautious assessment of Pales¬ 
tine’s economic absorptive capacity. 17 

The Jews, too, had their own reason for favoring a regulated and 
moderate flow of Jewish immigration in the earlier period. They 
wanted to create a national entity that would strike root and grow 
in the country. They wished to avoid a one-sided social and economic 
composition of the Jewish settlement, such as had resulted from the 
immigration of the 1880’s and 1890’s, which had failed to establish a 
Jewish working class or a community that could sustain a living 
Jewish secular culture. They also wished to avoid a boom and bust 
cycle of speculative investment and settlement such as occurred with 
dire effects in 1926 and 1927. 18 Herzl had belittled the problems of 
economic development and vocational and social readjustment in¬ 
volved in the transfer of Jews to Palestine, considering them to be 
mere details of administration that he need not concern himself 
about unduly. 19 The Zionists now regarded them as crucial. 

The special reasons of the British and the Jews for favoring a 
regulated and moderate immigration predisposed both to accept eco¬ 
nomic absorptive capacity as a measure of the flow. But as each 
motivation worked itself out in the course of events, there developed 
not a greater accord but a growing divergence between the British 
and Jewish views. The crux of the difference was the question of 
labor immigration to Palestine. 

The employment of labor immigrants depended to a considerable 
extent on the funds the Zionists had available for agricultural settle¬ 
ment; and since these funds were derived from the voluntary con¬ 
tributions of Diaspora Jewry, they, in turn, were expected to expand 
or shrink in response to Zionist success or failure in obtaining im¬ 
migration certificates for laborers. For, if a large quota of certificates 
was granted, it encouraged the supporters of Zionism as a token of 
the approach of their goal and, at the same time, spurred them to 
greater effort by demonstrating a larger specific budget of needs and 
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activities. 20 Moreover, the number of applicants in Eastern Europe 
who urgently needed visas as labor immigrants and who met the 
qualifications set by the Jewish Agency continually outnumbered the 
number of certificates granted, more seriously so as time went on. 
The official Zionist policy of selective immigration was itself fiercely 
attacked by opposition groups in the movement. They demanded a 
mass evacuation of the poverty-stricken, crowded, oppressed Jewries 
of Poland and Rumania, or at least a distribution of immigration 
certificates according to the need in Europe rather than according 
to qualification for farm labor in Palestine. 21 But even in applying its 
own criteria, the Zionist Organization found itself under pressure. It 
was faced with thousands and tens of thousands of young, disciplined, 
Hebrew-speaking men and women, organized in collective farm or 
industrial groups in Eastern Europe, who waited with increasing 
impatience year after year for lack of sufficient certificates for im¬ 
migrants to Palestine. Within two years of Hitler s accession to power, 
an organized movement of similar scale also stood waiting for per¬ 
mission to move in Germany. 22 

But it was just this category of immigration to which the British 
found, on behalf of the Arabs, the gravest political objections, not only 
because of their number but because of their aims and methods. The 
creation of a rounded and, as far as possible, self-contained Jewish 
economy based on its own working population was regarded as a 
greater threat to the Arab position than, for example, the investment 
of Jewish capital employing Arab labor. 23 This reaction on the part 
of the Arabs — and the British, as well — was considered disappointing 
and ill-founded by the Zionists. In their negotiations with Feisal and 
other Arab statesmen, they seemed to have encountered an under¬ 
standing of what they were convinced was a valid point: that the 
settlement of a Jewish workers’ society aiming to strike root in Pales¬ 
tine would bring Arab nationalism the necessary advantages of West¬ 
ern civilization without the dangers of an absentee imperialism, 
represented by a thin ruling stratum of administrators, garrison 
troops, and capitalists. They later interpreted the hostile Arab reac¬ 
tions as reflecting the economic and social interests of the ruling 
class of landowners and moneylenders, not of the whole Arab people. 24 
But whatever the Zionist interpretation, the fact remained that Arab 
nationalism voiced a sharper opposition to Jewish labor immigration 
and labor settlement than to any other aspect of the Jewish return 
to Zion. The British officials were interested chiefly in gaining Arab 
consent for their own rule and, besides, were more than cool to the 
antitraditional, innovating spirit of secular Zionism and particularly 
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to the socialist experimentation of the labor settlers. 25 The “schedule” 
of labor immigration certificates seemed to them the most natural 
point at which to apply policies of restriction, whether intended, as at 
first, to make the relative growth of Zionism gradual, and hence 
presumably more palatable to the Arabs, or to crystallize it at a given 
ratio. 

Despite these diverging motivations, there was a working agree¬ 
ment between the official Zionists and the official Britons so long 
as the Mandatory policy was one of keeping Jewish immigration and 
resettlement gradual. The Zionists realized that even if the British 
had yielded to all their demands for larger quotas for labor immigra¬ 
tion, their own policy in the twenties could not provide adequately 
for the contemporary problem of the Jews. By setting up their selective 
criteria for labor immigrants — youth, knowledge of Hebrew, willing¬ 
ness to be life-long laborers, preferably in collective farm settlements 
— they knew that they were, in a sense, condemning many older or 
less adaptable Jews to live in the hopeless and increasingly constricted 
dead end of the Eastern European Jewries. Whether by policy or by 
history, these, they knew, were doomed, and the Zionist policy of 
selective immigration to Palestine could not solve the problem of all 
Jews but only —like the Messiah himself — redeem the saving 
remnant. 26 

In the thirties, when the divergence in underlying motivations 
revealed itself openly, other conditions also had changed. Not only 
had political exigencies caused the British to abandon the interpreta¬ 
tion of the Mandate previously agreed on in regard to Jewish im¬ 
migration; the problem of the Jews in Europe took such a turn that 
the previous Zionist attitude could no longer be maintained. Not slow 
decay under conditions of grinding poverty and official discrimination, 
but the immediate menace of destruction faced whole communities. 
In the face of this, the Jews themselves had to be prepared to depart 
from their previous criteria for regulating immigration selectively. 
What was now needed was not a slow sifting of the saving remnant, 
but a swift campaign of rescue, a straining of every resource to save 
whoever could still be saved among the Jews of Europe. 

The Zionists argued, and were convinced, that, at the stage of 
development of the Jewish national home already arrived at, opening 
the doors of Palestine to all Jews who could be brought in by an 
organized effort would not place impossible demands upon Palestine’s 
economic absorptive capacity. But even if this were not the case, they 
insisted, it was inherent in the idea of a Jewish national home that 
Jews in the extremity of danger should be able to seek a haven there 
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as of right and not on sufferance. 27 The British, on the other hand, 
now took a quite different view. Not only did they defend their own 
policy of a political high-water mark for the growth of the Jewish 
national home as a valid interpretation of the Mandate. They also 
rejected the Jewish demands as incompatible with the Mandate. It 
was never contemplated, they said in effect, that Palestine should 
solve the problem of the Jews; only the problem of Judaism. Certainly, 
it was never contemplated that Palestine should be expected to admit 
such a flood of Jews as was let loose by Hitler. 28 

The issue was now joined in a direct opposition of principles. The 
pragmatic agreement on an immigration policy based on an agreed 
interpretation of the Mandate was now replaced by a categorical 
disagreement in which the emotions of the disputants became most 
bitterly involved. 


m 

The 1930’s and 1940’s were a long crisis in the affairs of world 
Jewry from which two perceptions of mythic force arose and im¬ 
pressed themselves upon the people. The Mandatory policy in Pales¬ 
tine from 1937 to 1947, based on the claim that the Jewish national 
home was not meant to solve the problem of the Jews, and Hitlers 
program for a “final solution” of the Jewish problem by extermination 
combined to constitute a single traumatic experience. Out of the 
anguish of those days, the Jewish consensus learned that only Jewish 
efforts and sacrifices could be relied on unreservedly in the rescue of 
Jews — and then, too, only where Jews were free to act as though 
they exercised a national sovereignty. The Jewish consensus learned 
also that a threat could arise so total and so ruthless that no temporiz¬ 
ing with it was possible. Only the psychology of the all-or-nothing 
choice, only total risks and total resistance were possible and possibly 
effective against totalitarian Hitlerism. It was a time when the psy¬ 
chology of partisan resistance developed among European Jews out of 
a situation where no form of submission could save life; and it 
developed also in Palestine where alone Jews really felt they had the 
right to act as though there were a Jewish national sovereignty. 29 

In the years after Hitler’s rise, the Jewish consensus found that 
many Christian and humanitarian governments, apart from the British 
in Palestine, could not be relied on to do what was needed for 
rescuing European Jewry. 30 The Mandate government was able to 
point to the inactivity of others — the barred gates of America, in 
particular - in extenuation of its restrictive policy in Palestine; in fact, 
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it did not hesitate to extol its humanitarianism in admitting so many 
Jewish refugees to Palestine, in comparison with larger countries. It 
could argue that if only other countries did their fair share, the 
administration of the Mandate would not be made so difficult by 
unwarranted demands to solve the whole problem of the Jews in 
Palestine. 31 It was true, indeed, that, in the first years of Hitler, 
Palestine admitted more Jewish refugees from Central Europe than 
all other countries combined. Not until the late thirties did the 
emergency programs initiated by the United States divert a large part 
of that stream and rob the British excuse for restrictions in Palestine 
of its moral sting. 32 But the asylum granted in all countries of the 
world together, even in the later period when the enormity of the 
problem caused doors to open in the West, was glaringly inadequate. 
It did not spare Jews the brutal spectacle of their unwanted brethren 
shunted back and forth across hostile borders or turned back from 
port after port throughout the civilized world. Nor did it spare them 
the demonstrations at the Evian Conference on Refugees in 1939 
or the wartime Bermuda Conference that there was not enough 
hospitality in all the world to save European Jews from murder, and 
that the Jewish national home would not be permitted to welcome 
them to safety so long as Britain retained the Mandate. 33 

That all the nations in the world could not, or would not, rescue 
European Jewry meant that the duty fell on the Jews alone, for 
they could not evade it. But what the Jews could do usually depended 
on the extent to which they could sway their governments, or even 
dared to attempt this; for when Diaspora Jews urged that the rescue 
of European Jewry be treated as a war aim, or an immediate military 
objective, they had to do so knowing of the widespread propaganda 
which branded the war as a Jewish war and themselves as warmong¬ 
ers. 34 The Jews in Palestine, however, felt that they embodied a sover¬ 
eign national will themselves. They neither feared nor scrupled to 
take all risks to rescue European Jews, whether with the agreement 
of the Mandatory power or in defiance of it. 

Before the Second World War broke out, active Jewish resistance 
had already begun in Palestine. It took the form, first, of smuggling 
Jewish immigrants from Europe to Palestine in disregard of British 
regulations, and — on the part of Revisionist "activists” — of one or 
two retaliatory actions against Arabs following Arab attacks on Jews. 
During the war, demands for a Jewish Army and for specific measures 
intended to rescue Jews from Europe and bring them to Palestine 
continued to bring Palestinian Jews and world Zionism into conflict 
with British policy. Yet the war against Hitler was one in which any 
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Jew necessarily felt involved. Thus the policy of Palestinian Jewry, 
as formulated by Ben-Gurion, was to fight with Britain against Hitler 
as though there were no White Paper and to fight against the White 
Paper as though there were no war. 35 After the war, only the fight 
against the White Paper remained. This struggle involved Palestinian 
Jewry and world Zionism in a conflict with Great Britain that was 
waged over a large part of the globe and by the most direct as well 
as the most subtle methods. The British used every resource of diplo¬ 
matic pressure and propaganda in the capitals of half the world to 
cut off the flow of immigrants. The Jews lobbied and pleaded over as 
wide an area to force Palestine’s doors open, while they organized an 
intricate blockade-running apparatus to collect the immigrants, trans¬ 
port them by sea, and land and distribute them under armed guard 
through Palestine. 36 

Nor was it any longer possible to hold the line of resistance short 
of outright rebellion against the mandatary. While Hitler still ruled 
Europe, only the small group of extremists most heedless of public 
opinion, the Fighters for Freedom of Israel (“Stern group”), was 
willing to be at war with England itself and not just with its White 
Paper policy. 37 Afterward, the National Military Organization (Irgun), 
the other, larger activist group rejecting the discipline of the organized 
community, in turn declared war on the mandatary. 38 Both rebel 
groups took the position that, having violated its trust by adopting 
the White Paper, the mandatary had forfeited its right to rule in 
Palestine and was now to be considered an illegitimate, foreign 
occupying force. Against its tyranny, the Hebrew rebels were con¬ 
ducting a war whose aim was the independence of Palestine as a 
Jewish commonwealth comprising its present Jewish population and 
the Diaspora Jews prevented by the White Paper from living in their 
own country. 

On emotional grounds such a position had a powerful appeal to 
the community as a whole. It responded to the deep revulsion which 
predisposed Jews, despairing of help in their need from the Gentile 
world, to welcome the emotional release of risking the all-or-nothing 
choice in a fight for their own survival. But the consensus of the 
community, and its official policy, rested on a long-tried commitment 
to quite different attitudes. The view that the British White Paper 
policy was a breach of trust was combined with another working 
assumption — that the pending Jewish appeal to the international 
community, interrupted by the war, might still cause the mandatary 
to abide by the formerly accepted interpretation of its obligation to 
the Jewish national home. The moral need to rescue the survivors 
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from the intolerable position in which they were still caught in Dis¬ 
placed Persons’ camps on German soil, or in the pogrom atmosphere 
of postwar Eastern Europe, dictated a policy of flouting the White 
Paper in order to bring Jews to Palestine. But there was no inclination 
to concede in advance that the old legal claims under the Mandate 
were now hopeless and to resort to force in the name of a status of 
political sovereignty not specified in the Mandate. At the San Fran¬ 
cisco United Nations Conference in 1945, the Zionist movement 
succeeded by assiduous diplomacy in obtaining stipulations in Article 
80 of the Charter which could be interpreted to mean that the rights 
of the Jewish people, and not only of the Jews already resident in 
Palestine, were to remain intact in any transition from the Mandate 
to the UN trusteeship system. 39 Out of mere consistency, the active 
opposition of the Zionist movement to the White Paper had to observe 
certain limits. For, the position defended in San Francisco implied 
that the Mandate remained in force, and consequently the authority 
of the mandatary had to be respected except in its constitutionally 
illegal White Paper policy. 

Rational consistency — an elastic criterion — was, no doubt, less 
important in defining the limits of resistance to Britain than another 
traditional attitude of the Zionist consensus: its deep commitment to 
slow, organic growth of the still embryonic Jewish national home. 40 
The consequent reluctance to risk the gradually accumulating strength 
of the community in a total conflict with Britain was supported by 
obvious considerations of prudence. On the other hand, events gave 
no encouragement to traditional policies. 

Coming into power after the war, the British Labor Party reversed 
the strong stand against the White Paper it had adopted while in 
opposition and began to follow the anti-Zionist policy of its predeces¬ 
sor. The Jewish consensus could no longer hope that international 
pressure would force the British to revert to the pre-1939 interpreta¬ 
tion of the Mandate. The critical question now became what form of 
settlement would be imposed in Palestine after the termination of 
the Mandate, for no one could place much hope in its continuance. 
Not only the dissident activists, but groups within the organized 
Zionist movement began to demand civil disobedience and other 
measures of resistance that would not constitute reactions to specific 
acts under the White Paper policy but a challenge to British authority 
as such. They were rejected, with much debate, because even in the 
expectation of a final political solution in Palestine the community 
preferred not to risk its whole strength too early, or against Britain. 
If the international community could not make Britain carry out the 
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Mandate, it might nevertheless determine the political status of Pales¬ 
tine upon the termination of the Mandate. The Jewish community 
preferred to guard its strength against that day rather than expose 
itself to repression by the British while the Mandate remained in 
force. 41 

But what the Jewish community considered a limited resistance 
to authority was not necessarily accepted as such by the mandatary. 
The British refused to accept the official disavowal of the two dissident 
activist groups as sufficient and demanded that the community give 
information and the Jewish Agency take action against them. There 
were moments when the Zionist movement did proceed against the 
terrorist groups, but only to maintain the campaign of resistance 
within the limits of its own strategy. Generally, however, the Zionist 
officials refused to turn over dissident activists to the British so long 
as Britain provoked Jewish terrorism by the White Paper policy; and 
the community was induced neither by appeals to respect the law 
nor by lengthy punitive curfews to lay information against them. 
Moreover, the British rejected in toto the Zionists’ distinction between 
dissident and disciplined resistance. In the end, they concentrated 
their efforts to repress resistance upon the most representative groups 
in the Jewish community. Countrywide raids were conducted for 
almost two weeks in June and July 1946, in an effort to round up the 
activist cadres of the Hagana. The leaders of the Jewish Agency who 
were in Palestine at the time were arrested. In the political discussions 
conducted by Britain in London during that summer, an attempt was 
made to find opponents of the Zionist consensus who were ready to 
represent the Jewish community. The failure of this effort proved to 
the British that their anti-Zionist policy was going to founder on the 
same difficulty which had caused them to abandon the Balfour 
Declaration. They could not gain the consent of the (Arab) governed 
for an administration of the Mandate based on the Balfour Declara¬ 
tion; and now, they concluded, they could not gain the consent of the 
(Jewish) governed for an administration based on the White Paper, 
which annulled the Balfour Declaration by interpretation. 42 

This conclusion resulted in the British decision, announced on 
February 14, 1947, “to refer the whole problem to the United 
Nations.” 43 


IV 

When Britain submitted “the whole problem” of Palestine to the 
United Nations, it did not signify that His Majesty’s Government had 
decided the time had come to terminate the Mandate and was 
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asking the UN to make a final settlement of the political issues. As 
the Colonial Secretary said, 

We are not going to the United Nations to surrender the Mandate. We are 
going to the United Nations setting out the problem and asking for their 
advice as to how the Mandate can be administered. If the Mandate can¬ 
not be administered in its present form we are asking how it can be 
amended . 44 

If this statement is to be taken at face value, Britain hoped to gain 
UN support — and especially, through the UN, American support — 
for some version of the kind of settlement for Palestine that it had 
been applying under the White Paper and seeking to negotiate with 
Jews and Arabs. On this interpretation, the recourse to the UN was 
one of a chain of efforts by which Britain, since the end of the war, 
had sought the participation of America in enforcing a British- 
designed solution for the problem of Palestine. What the British 
wanted was a joint Anglo-American scheme following as closely as 
possible the essential provisions of their 1939 White Paper: guarantee¬ 
ing, that is, that, after a final period of refugee immigration, Jews 
should no longer be admitted to all of Palestine in accordance with 
its economic absorptive capacity, but only to part of it and only with 
the consent of the Arabs or of some impartial referee between Jewish 
and Arab claims; and guaranteeing, also, that Arab predominance 
would be preserved in Palestine, in one way or another, while the 
chance of establishing an Arab state dominating the whole area 
would at least remain open. The Americans, for their part, were 
concerned with the Jewish refugee problem. As a concession to 
American demands, it was thought that, if a trusteeship were set up 
to replace the mandate temporarily, 100,000 Jewish DP’s might be 
admitted into Palestine on humanitarian grounds. British agreement 
to continue governing Palestine in spite of the change in policy 
involved in such a solution of the Palestine problem would depend 
on America’s willingness — whether by a direct understanding with 
Britain or under a UN resolution — to share the responsibility and 
burden of imposing it on Arabs and Jews alike. 45 

So long as a bilateral understanding with America on the Palestine 
problem was its goal, Britain had put forward its plans quite explicitly 
and worked hard to gain American support for them. But when they 
referred the Palestine question to the UN, the British studiously 
avoided making any recommendations. Moreover, they stated that 
they would refuse to be solely responsible for any solution proposed 
by the UN which was not accepted by both Jews and Arabs. 46 Such 
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a solution had never been found by Britain herself in all the days of 
the Mandate; and the immediate occasion for the referral to the UN 
was the failure to find a solution acceptable to either Jews or Arabs 
at the London Conference of 1947. 47 What the British were saying, 
then, was that the UN was to advise them how to administer the 
Mandate, but that they would not undertake alone to put into effect 
any advice that the UN could conceivably give them. Thus it was up 
to the UN, either collectively or through one of its members — pref¬ 
erably America — to share with England the responsibility for putting 
its advice into effect; if, that is, it proved to be advice Britain would 
willingly associate itself with at all. 48 If, on the other hand, the UN 
gave different advice from that which Britain would like to receive — 
and which it now refrained from suggesting — then the international 
organization might have to devise its own means of enforcement 
without any help from Britain. Thus, the referral of the Palestine issue 
to the UN implied a British promise, or threat, to withdraw from 
Palestine under certain conditions. 

The difference in Britain’s approach to the UN as a whole from 
its approach to the United States alone in seeking international 
guidance and aid in the Palestine problem is easy to understand. 
Britain could assume a community of strategic interests with America 
in regard to Palestine which it could not assume in the case of the 
world organization; consequently, it could propose solutions required 
in the interests of Western strategy in the one case while it could 
only await them in the other. But the effect of approaching the UN 
was also different in another way from the effect of approaching 
America. Britain had not received its mandate from America. When 
London considered with Washington what to do about Palestine, it 
did not signify a final accounting of its trust by Britain in anticipation 
of a new settlement. The referral to the UN did have this significance 
in effect, whether Britain fully intended it or not. Whatever advice 
the UN might offer, it was virtually certain to be given in the form 
of proposals for governing the country after the termination of the 
Mandate. 

Of the other major powers whose views would probably be decisive 
in the UN, Russia made its general position clear at once while the 
United States kept its own counsel. The Russian motives were trans¬ 
parent. They made no bones about their desire to get Britain out of 
Palestine. Independence for the area was what they aimed at, and 
the form of independence a secondary matter. If a unitary binational 
state could be set up, they preferred it. If no unitary state could be 
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set up — and now that Jews as well as Arabs had shown themselves 
capable of fighting, this seemed all too likely —then the country 
should gain its independence by partition. 49 

In the two postwar years before the UN was confronted with “the 
whole problem,” the United States had generally favored a continua¬ 
tion of Britain’s mandate. The great difficulty was the “problem of 
the Jews”; or, more specifically, of the 100,000 — and later 200,000 — 
Jewish DP's in the camps of occupied Germany. If the White Paper 
were a valid interpretation of the Mandate, as Britain held, then it 
was only a gratuitous humanitarian act, but by no means a legal 
obligation, to admit the Jewish refugees to Palestine. But the White 
Paper of 1939 was not only an interpretation of the Mandate; it was 
also a political promise made by Britain to the Arabs. To admit 
100,000 Jewish DP's to Palestine might appeal to Britain as human¬ 
itarian, but it would be a breach of that political promise; and, unless 
America shared with Britain in the burden of enforcing a new, 
mutually acceptable policy, or the Arabs (and Jews) agreed on some 
policy which included admitting the DP's, England would not risk it. 

To this attitude of the British, the Americans on such a body as 
the Anglo-American Committee of Inquiry of 1946 might take excep¬ 
tion on legal and political, as well as humanitarian, grounds. The 
Committee, in fact, including its British as well as American members, 
implicitly denied that the “problem of the Jews” could be separated 
from the purposes of the Palestine Mandate. They recommended that 
free land sales and Jewish immigration up to absorptive capacity be 
resumed, at least until a new trusteeship agreement was formulated, 
and they concluded that there was no apparent solution for the acute 
problem of 100,000 of the Jewish DP's in European camps except that 
they be immediately allowed to enter Palestine. As to the final political 
solution for Palestine, the Committee favored the prewar Zionist 
formula of parity regardless of numerical preponderance. They ac¬ 
cordingly recommended that, under the trusteeship agreement which 
was to succeed the Mandate, immigration to Palestine be regulated 
(without discriminating against Jews as such and while allowing for 
the growth of the national home) in some way or other calculated to 
make a binationalist political solution ultimately feasible. 50 

Confronted with these recommendations, clear only in their re¬ 
jection of the White Paper and their humanitarian plea for the 100,000 
DP's but excessively vague in their proposals concerning a trusteeship 
agreement and an ultimate political settlement to succeed the Man¬ 
date, President Truman enthusiastically accepted the former and pro¬ 
posed to take the latter under consideration. In an angry retort, Prime 
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Minister Attlee doomed this attempt to find a mutually acceptable 
Anglo-American policy for Palestine. He made it plain that Britain 
would not make any gestures of humanitarianism until it was satis¬ 
fied on its political demands from the Zionists — to abandon resistance 
— and from America — to agree to, and to help enforce, not only the 
immediate recommendations of the Committee, but also the long- 
range proposals for a trusteeship and a non-Jewish, non-Arab Pales¬ 
tinian state. 51 

In the ensuing period — as was usually true in the history of Ameri¬ 
can policy in regard to Zionism — Washington spoke with two voices 
and was concerned with two different sets of political considerations. 
In order to restore Anglo-American cooperation in a strategy for the 
Middle East, an American Cabinet Committee was appointed to ne¬ 
gotiate with a similar British Committee concerning a joint plan follow¬ 
ing upon the Inquiry Committee’s investigation. Since America was 
unwilling to asssume military as well as financial responsibility in Pal¬ 
estine, the American negotiators had little bargaining power, and the 
“joint plan” — the so-called Morrison-Grady plan — turned out to be 
a modified version of the White Paper policy. 52 To have agreed to this 
would have been to flout other political considerations to which Wash¬ 
ington was also sensitive. The Jews’ conviction of the justice of their 
cause, so intense that they resorted to tactics of partisan resistance in 
Palestine and in Europe, had aroused American Jewish voters to the 
point of making this an open political issue. It would involve substan¬ 
tial repercussions to approve a policy that would rob the Jewish na¬ 
tional home of its right to solve, as far as possible, the problem of the 
Jews. Consequently the Morrison-Grady plan was not carried further. 

But one conclusion was certain from that time on: that no large 
number of Jews would be admitted into Palestine on humanitarian 
grounds alone, for not until some definite political decision was made 
in the country would the bars be let down. In the election campaign of 
that fall, President Truman spoke out openly in approval of partition as 
a possible solution for the Palestine problem. 53 But when the issue 
reached the United Nations half a year later, the Americans refrained 
from defining their position, pending the report of the UN Special 
Committee on Palestine (UNSCOP) that was then set up. 54 

The UNSCOP investigation and report, which paved the way for 
the political settlement of the Palestine problem, brought to bear the 
opinions of so-called “neutral” powers: nations considered not to be 
directly involved in the Palestine dispute or in the global strategies 
that were in conflict there. 55 The countries represented — Australia, 
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Canada, Czechoslovakia, Guatemala, India, Iran, Netherlands, Peru, 
Sweden, Uruguay, and Yugoslavia — include a wider range of opinion 
than entered into the consensus of the League of Nations. The con¬ 
sensus which had originally granted international recognition “to the 
historical connection of the Jewish people with Palestine and the 
grounds for reconstituting their national home in that country” — that 
is, the bond between Zion and the Jewish problem — was represented 
in UNSCOP by the smaller Christian powers of Europe, the Americas, 
and the British Commonwealth. In addition, however, there were two 
representatives of the colonial world — Iran, a Moslem nation, and 
India — who did not share the special involvement of Christendom 
with the Jewish problem. 

Every approach to a renewed international consideration of the 
Palestine problem after the Second World War began with attempts 
by interested parties to cancel, in the very approach to the question, 
its connection with the Jewish problem. The Arabs had tried in vain 
to accomplish this in 1945 at the United Nations Conference on Inter¬ 
national Organization in San Francisco, in the debate over the formula¬ 
tion of Article 80 of the UN Charter. 56 The terms of reference worked 
out between the Americans and the British for the Anglo-American 
Committee of Inquiry were broad enough, at any rate, to permit con¬ 
sidering the Jewish problem in connection with the Palestine question; 
but Foreign Secretary Bevin at once issued interpretive comments 
calculated to preclude a solution for the latter which would also be de¬ 
signed to solve the former problem. 57 In submitting “the whole 
question” of Palestine to the UN, Britain said only that it was seek¬ 
ing advice concerning “the future government of Palestine.” The terms 
of reference devised for UNSCOP by the Special Session of the General 
Assembly were phrased more broadly in order to include the Jew¬ 
ish problem and its connection with Palestine within the purview of 
the proposed Committee. The detached attitude assumed by the 
British on this occasion precluded outright opposition to such terms 
of reference. But Sir Alexander Cadogan did indicate his government’s 
attitude by requesting the deletion of the phrase stating that the 
question was raised at the request of the mandatary. Solving the 
Jewish problem together with the Palestine problem was not the 
question, one infers, upon which Britain had asked for UN advice. 
The Arabs did not content themselves with hints. They waged a de¬ 
termined but unsuccessful battle against any phrasing that admitted 
a possible connection between the problem of the Jews and the ques¬ 
tion of Palestine; and they fought with equal stubbornness and with the 
same lack of effect for an agenda item of their own, stating that the 
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question at issue was “the termination of the Mandate and the procla¬ 
mation of the independence of Palestine.” On these points, the Arabs 
had the full support of other Moslem peoples and of such a country 
as India. The support of the Soviet bloc was less complete, for while 
they backed any formulation that would commit the investigating 
committee to speedy independence for Palestine — that is, to British 
withdrawal — they also favored terms of reference that would include 
the problem of the Jews as pertinent to the inquiry. The bulk of the 
Assembly, however, refused to accept the Arab formulations at all, as 
they seemed intended to rule out the Jewish question and prejudge the 
major issues. 58 

While Christian conscience forced recognition of the connection be¬ 
tween Palestine and the problem of the Jews, this recognition had 
strikingly ambivalent aspects and was by no means complete. Andrei 
Gromyko repeatedly stressed the point that the problem of the Jews 
existed in Western Europe, not in the Soviet zone. 

The fact that no western European state has been able to ensure the 
defence of the elementary rights of the Jewish people, and to safeguard it 
against the violence of the Fascist executioners, explains the aspirations of 
the Jews to establish their own State . 59 

The postwar international efforts to analyze the linked problems of 
the Jews and of Palestine ended with strikingly inconclusive findings 
on this point. The Anglo-American Committee’s Recommendation No. 
1 states: 

We have to report that such information as we have received about coun¬ 
tries other than Palestine gave no hope of substantial assistance in finding 
homes for Jews wishing or impelled to leave Europe. 

But Palestine alone cannot meet the emigration needs of the Jewish victims 
of Nazi and Fascist persecution; the whole world shares responsibility for 
them and indeed for the resettlement of all “displaced persons.” 60 

It might be possible to explain this as a politic compromise between 
American and British proposals. But it becomes clear that some more 
general cause is at work when we note the similar finding of the UN 
Special Committee. In its twelfth statement of principles, the Com¬ 
mittee proposed (Uruguay and Guatemala dissenting) that “it be 
accepted as incontrovertible that any solution for Palestine cannot 
be considered as a solution of the Jewish problem in general.” 61 

It is easy to understand that Christian powers could not easily 
accept — let alone share — the mythic attitude that exercised such a 
powerful influence on the Jewish consensus. They could not assume 
the principle that no full confidence could be felt in Jewish life among 
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any people of the Gentiles, and that once the always-to-be-feared 
catastrophe had befallen them, the Jewish victims could seek no future 
anywhere but among their own brethren and in their own national 
home. But there was a more telling — at any rate, a less ambivalent — 
reason for attaching reservations to the recognition that the Jewish 
national home must help solve the problem of the Jews, by absorbing 
the bulk of Jewish emigrants. The time had gone by when it was pos¬ 
sible to consider marking out the boundaries of an area for the Jewish 
national home in terms of the territorial requirements for solving the 
problem of the Jews, or, for that matter, in terms of historical con¬ 
nections. If there were to be any effective relationship at all between 
Palestine and the solution of the contemporary problem of the Jews, 
it would have to be through the creation of a Jewish state; but the 
only possibility for creating a Jewish state in 1947 depended on the 
partition of mandated Palestine west of the Jordan River. And the 
boundaries of such a partition would have to depend not so much 
on the needs for solving the problem of the Jews as on the existing 
distribution of populations in the territory to be partitioned. 

v 

From the moment partition was proposed as a solution of the Pal¬ 
estine problem, it was subject to sharp criticism. But all alternative 
suggestions had come to seem even less reasonable or capable of en¬ 
forcement. The members of UNSCOP were unanimous in declaring, 
as their first principle, that, in whatever form, the independence of 
Palestine would have to be granted without delay. The UNSCOP 
minority proposal of a single federal state of Palestine, in which the 
Jews would be a recognized minority with some regional autonomy, 
gained the votes not only of Iran and India, but of Yugoslavia. 62 When 
an alternative to partition had to be worked out in the General As¬ 
sembly, however, only one non-Moslem state, Colombia, could be 
found to join the subcommittee to draft it; and, before the subcom¬ 
mittee finished its labors, Colombia, too, had dropped out. The sub¬ 
committee drew up a plan for an Arab state, with a vague minority 
status, but no regional autonomy, for Jews. The proposal was rejected 
in the General Assembly’s Ad Hoc Committee on Palestine by a vote 
of 29 to 12, only Cuba and Liberia joining the ten Arab and Moslem 
states in support of their plan. 63 For, the Jewish national home — even 
apart from anticipated Jewish armed resistance — had grown too big 
to be easily digested by an Arab state of Palestine; and a solution 
which promised neither to solve the problem of the Jews nor to be 
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enforceable at the outset and workable in the long run provided no 
grounds for arriving at an international consensus. Partition was a 
lesser evil, it seemed, than any available alternative. 

However, before partition could gain international approval the 
obvious difficulties involved in it had to be met by a number of compli¬ 
cated special arrangements. The Jews accepted both partition and 
the attendant arrangements because it gave them the sovereign right 
to seek to solve the problem of the Jews, their main purpose; but the 
sovereignty which they were ready to accept under the plan was sub¬ 
ject to many, far-reaching limitations. 

The most obvious and the most serious difficulty in any proposal 
to partition Palestine lay in the distribution of the Jewish and Arab 
populations of the country. The two principles originally formulated 
by the Permanent Mandates Commission were agreed upon as essen¬ 
tial to an acceptable plan for partition: that the Arabs should be de¬ 
prived of “as small a number as possible of the places to which they 
attach particular value, either because they are their present homes or 
for reasons of religion” — or, to put it differently, the Arab population 
of the proposed Jewish state should be a minority, and as small a min¬ 
ority as possible; and, on the other hand, “the areas allotted to the 
Jews should be sufficiently extensive, fertile and well situated from the 
point of view of communications by sea and land to be capable of in¬ 
tensive economic development and consequently of dense and rapid 
settlement.” But in the course of Jewish settlement in Palestine since 
1880, the areas where they had concentrated were also the areas 
to which the densest Arab population had been attracted. This meant 
that any conceivable division of Palestine into Jewish and Arab states 
would leave the Jewish state, initially at least, with almost as many 
Arab as Jewish residents. And in order to have any reserve lands for 
the resettlement of the large influx of Jews which the Jewish state 
expected, and needed, it was essential to add to the area of greatest 
Jewish and Arab population density two underdeveloped zones in 
which neither Jews nor Arabs were thickly settled, but in which there 
were even fewer Jews than Arabs. These were the northern zone of 
the Galilee, that part of Palestine in which there was an appreciable 
water surplus, and the arid southern half of Palestine, the Negev, a 
portion of which might be placed under regular cultivation by pip¬ 
ing water to it. Proceeding along these lines, the UN Special Com¬ 
mittee drew up a partition plan in which Jews (not counting 100,000 
Jews in the Jerusalem area who, while living outside the Jewish state, 
were entitled to citizenship in it) had a small majority of the settled 
population. In fact, if one added the Beduins of the Negev, the Jew- 
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ish majority almost disappeared — but the majority would be rapidly 
increased by the release of the Jewish internees in Cyprus and the 
DP’s in Germany. 64 

The second difficulty which was seen in all partition plans from 
the time the Peel Commission first officially proposed one was the 
dubious viability of the states to be established in Palestine. 65 The term 
“viability”, as employed in the debate about partition, had a rather 
special meaning. From the outset it was clear that if one applied the 
criteria of partition which seemed most nearly equitable in a rough and 
ready way — the division of the country as far as possible according 
to the preponderance of existing Jewish and Arab populations — then 
one could never lay out boundaries that were “viable” in the sense 
of providing easily defensible strategic frontiers. 

The question of economic viability was also a very murky one. The 
requirements of territory and natural resources needed to maintain a 
marketing economy like that of the Jews, which was deeply involved 
in foreign trade and which anticipated large scale immigration, could 
be worked out in some detail. Only part of the Arab economy, on the 
other hand, was significantly involved in commodity exchange and 
foreign trade and that part was largely concentrated in the proposed 
Jewish area. The Arab villages were to considerable extent economically 
self-contained within the ecological frame of small local areas and 
the subsistence farming they pursued would not be significantly af¬ 
fected by state boundaries. Thus, subject to all the reservations that 
might be made in special cases, partitioning Palestine in accordance 
with economic viability became a matter of carving out the absolute 
minimum for Jewish purposes, and declaring all other areas an Arab 
state. In the residual Arab state, the interests of a certain number 
of farmers and city dwellers who depended on the Jewish market 
and the international traffic in commodities and services might then 
be adversely affected, but this would only be the case if partition 
meant shutting off access to the Jewish state or, through it, with the 
outside world. It was possible to solve this special problem by arrange¬ 
ments for access to the Jewish state and to its ports, no matter how the 
boundaries were drawn. 

Another complication was the chief problem referred to whenever 
the viability of the proposed Arab state was discussed. This was the 
question of the taxable resources from which to supply an appropriate 
budget for the proposed Arab state. The difficulty stemmed from the 
fact that, under the Palestine Mandate, government budgets largely 
devoted to serving the Arab population had been based to a great ex- 
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tent on the growth of the Jewish economy. In all partition schemes the 
budget of expenditures for an Arab state was calculated on the level 
of services that had been thus provided; but partition would neces¬ 
sarily deprive it of its major revenue sources. But here again was a 
problem not to be solved by particular changes in the partition bound¬ 
aries. Special arrangements would be needed to deal with it no matter 
how the partition into Jewish and Arab states were drawn in detail. 

The third difficulty was the question of the Holy Places and, above 
all, of the city of Jerusalem. 66 If Palestine were to be partitioned under 
the auspices of the United Nations, not only the two nations who lived 
in the country but a third claimant, the Christian religious interest, 
would have to be provided for in the division. The question of the 
Holy Places was to have been dealt with under the Mandate by a 
special commission, but the League of Nations was never able to 
unite on its composition. 67 When it was proposed to partition Pales¬ 
tine, the problem of the Holy Places again arose. Since Christian holy 
places were to be found throughout Palestine, both proposed states 
were to guarantee free access and respectful care for all places of 
worship and devotion. But, in addition, the partition was to set aside 
as an area for international administration the city of Jerusalem — 
for over a century predominantly Jewish — together with Bethlehem 
and a number of adjacent Arab areas, making an enclave containing 
over 200,000 people evenly divided between Jews and Arabs. 68 Only 
on condition that this special claim of the Christian world were ac¬ 
cepted could the necessary two-thirds majority be obtained in the UN 
General Assembly for any plan for the creation of independent Jew¬ 
ish and Arab states in a partitioned Palestine. 

vi 

After they had agreed to all the special arrangements introduced 
into the partition plan in order to meet the difficulties involved in 
such a solution of the Palestine problem, the Jews found that the 
price of the sovereign right to solve the postwar problem of the Jews 
in their part of Palestine was the renunciation of authority in many 
other respects. The great difference between the partition plan, as 
finally formulated, and all other plans for regional autonomy or can- 
tonization, within a federal state or under a new trusteeship of Pales¬ 
tine, was that no authority was set up over the Jews themselves in 
regard to their immigration policy. They were not obligated to limit 
the admission of Jews in the Jewish part of Palestine according 
to the political interests of the non-Jewish population of their region 
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or of Palestine as a whole or according to the absorptive capacity of 
their region as judged by a predominantly Arab federal government, 
a British governor-general, or some impartial international arbitrator 
of Jewish and Arab differences. They were to have full, sovereign 
freedom to devote the area allotted to them, according to any princi¬ 
ples and criteria they themselves chose, to the solution of the postwar 
problem of the Jews. But in order to obtain the sanction of the inter¬ 
national consensus for the acquisition of such sovereignty they had to 
agree to a partition drawn on lines that deliberately ignored the ques¬ 
tion of defensible boundaries; that denied them full, sovereign free¬ 
dom in economic matters by tying the Jewish to the Arab areas of 
Palestine in an economic union; and that placed 100,000 Jerusalem 
Jews, entitled to citizenship in the Jewish state, in an internationalized 
enclave containing an equal number of Arabs and totally surrounded 
by the Arab state. 

The map of partition drawn up by the UN divided Palestine into 
six segments, three Jewish, three Arab (with additional enclaves) by 
splitting the country in half vertically, and into three sections hori¬ 
zontally. 69 The Jewish and Arab areas were interlocked in a checker¬ 
board design by this division. In the top horizontal section the Arab 
state lay to the west of the Jewish state; in the middle horizontal 
section, the Jewish state lay to the west of the Arab state —with 
Jerusalem as an internationalized enclave in the middle of the Arab state 
and Jaffa as an Arab enclave in the Jewish state; and in the bottom 
horizontal section, the Arab state again lay to the west of the Jewish 
state. Moreover, the two points of intersection between the boundaries 
of the Jewish and Arab states, connecting the middle and top sections 
and middle and bottom sections of the partition, were deliberately 
designed to make it possible to pass either from any part of the Arab 
state to any other part of it, or from any part of the Jewish state to 
any other part of it, without crossing the territory of the interlock¬ 
ing state. Such a partition demonstrated by its very design that it 
was founded on the assumption that neither the Jewish nor the Arab 
state would ever wish or need to defend itself against the other. Dur¬ 
ing a transitional period in preparation for independence, each of the 
states was to organize its militia in strength sufficient to maintain in¬ 
ternal security and prevent border outbreaks, and the United Nations 
was to exercise a supervisory authority, with the right to approve 
the High Command of each militia. 70 In accepting a partition plan 
of this sort, the Jewish state, for the sake of the sovereign right to 
seek to solve the problem of the Jews, renounced, for all practical 
purposes — though, of course, not formally — the sovereign right of 
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self-defense, on the understanding and condition that the Arab state 
that was to be set up would do likewise. 



Partition of Palestine 
Proposed by the U. N. General Assembly 


Boundaries of Israel under 
Armistice Agreements • 1949 


The plan for economic union required a similar suspension of 
sovereign rights usually exercised by states. 71 While accepting this plan, 
the Jews showed greater concern for drawing the partition boundaries 
in terms of economic requirements than had been possible in regard 
to their strategic defensive requirements. Under the plan for eco¬ 
nomic union, the Jewish and Arab states had to bind themselves for 
ten years to share in a common currency and a joint customs and 
foreign exchange pool. Their joint income was to be dispensed by a 
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joint economic board, with UN members casting the decisive votes, 
in such a way that a minimum standard of services would be main¬ 
tained in the Jewish and Arab states and in internationalized Jeru¬ 
salem-meaning that the Jewish state would be expected to subsi¬ 
dize the other two partition areas up to a stated maximum. Also there 
was to be a common tariff policy, free transit and communications, 
and cooperation, organized by the Joint Economic Board, on irrigation 
and other development projects in the whole Palestine area. In spite 
of these substantial concessions, restricting the economic sovereignty 
of the proposed Jewish state, the Zionists felt that partition, with 
economic union, could give them the essential minimum of freedom 
in economic planning to enable them to absorb the expected mass 
influx of Jews. This is implied in their careful negotiations concern¬ 
ing the partition boundaries. They aimed at including within the 
proposed Jewish state all the essential water and land resources and 
land sites needed for combining the surplus water of northern Pales¬ 
tine and the arid land of southern Palestine in a country-wide develop¬ 
ment plan. 

Perhaps the most difficult decision the Jews had to face in agreeing 
to the partition plan was to accept the provision for internationalizing 
Jerusalem. This was the one place in Palestine that had been dominantly 
and increasingly Jewish in population since well before the Zionist 
resettlement began in the 1880’s. If the criterion of equity in dividing 
Palestine were to be the existing population distribution, and, if in 
the name of this principle, the city of Jaffa had to be made an Arab 
enclave in the heart of the Jewish state, then it was a pointed injustice 
to prevent the inclusion of Jewish Jerusalem in the Jewish state by 
internationalizing it. Even more irritating were the attitudes regard¬ 
ing historic ties to places sanctified by religious sentiment which 
seemed to be involved. A Jewish state without Jerusalem seemed a 
mockery of the historical connection to which the Balfour Declaration 
and the Mandate had granted recognition. Hardly less painful to 
Zionist feeling was the historical Christian animus they could not help 
but sense in this inequity. There were other Christian holy places, 
mainly in the proposed Arab state, which it was not thought essential 
to internationalize. In regard to Jerusalem itself, there was a sort of 
traditional tacit agreement that, in view of the violent disagreements 
of Christian sects over the holy places, Moslem custodianship might 
be the best way to keep the peace there. If such a view did not pre¬ 
vail when the prospect arose of Jewish custodianship of Jerusalem 
and its holy places, it bespoke, to the Zionist instinct, the same theologi¬ 
cal odium in which a current of Christian opinion held the whole 
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enterprise of the restoration of Jewish sovereignty in Zion. 72 Sym¬ 
bolically, this meant to deny the historic legitimacy of renewed Jew¬ 
ish sovereignty in the very act of granting it as a mark of political 
justice. But without the internationalization of Jerusalem, inequitable 
as it might appear to Jews, there could be no two-thirds majority 
establishing an international consensus in favor of partition. In order 
to gain the most essential sovereign rights needed to solve the post¬ 
war problem of the Jews, the Zionist swallowed not only the substan¬ 
tive restrictions on their authority in other respects but the symbolic 
denial of their historic claim to restoration in Zion represented by the 
proposed internationalization of Jerusalem. 

The UN partition plan for Palestine assumed not only that the 
proposed Jewish and Arab states would dispense with defensive 
frontiers and arms against each other. It also assumed, quite know¬ 
ingly, that the new arrangement would require no substantial en¬ 
forcement in order to come into effect, but that, upon the proclamation 
of its judgment by the United Nations, all parties concerned — at least 
all UN members — would accept it and cooperate in carrying it out. 
Long discussions over provisions to enforce the UN solution for Pal¬ 
estine, all leading to nothing, preceded the decision to rely solely on 
the moral force of a UN resolution; so that it was not naivete but 
something like resigned desperation that brought about such a posi¬ 
tion. 73 But the assumption of ready compliance and cooperation by 
UN members proved unwarranted; and the main intent of the UN 
partition plan was achieved, amid chaos and conflict, by the willing¬ 
ness of Israel to stake its existence and independence on the all-or- 
nothing choice of a war for survival. 

Most calamitous for the UN plan was the refusal of Britain to 
cooperate in any way in putting it into effect. Not only did Britain 
fail to transfer any authority or facilities in Palestine to the UN or 
to coordinate its withdrawal with the planned gradual assumption of 
authority by the UN Commission that was to supervise the partition; 
it even prevented the Commission from coming to Palestine until 
just before the last stage of its own withdrawal. The British concerned 
themselves almost exclusively with the safety of their own personnel, 
and made only such provisions for the transfer of authority upon their 
departure as did not interfere with this object or seemed likely to 
help in achieving it. Sometimes they handed over authority, before 
leaving, to whichever group — Jews or Arabs — was locally dominant; 
sometimes they left the two to fight it out. The result was described by 
Jews as “Operation Chaos” and by a British observer as “anarchy.” 74 

The Arabs, as they had warned they would, took the offensive 
against partition and attacked the Jews at all possible points. While 
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the full-scale Arab attack by the regular armies of the neighboring 
states was delayed until May 15, the day the British main forces left 
Haifa, the Palestinian Arabs together with irregular forces from other 
countries, groups detached from the Iraqi army and, in the end, the 
Transjordan Arab Legion, began the attack earlier. From the day par¬ 
tition was announced on November 29, 1947, to the day the Mandate 
was ended, May 15, 1948, the Jews in Palestine had to fight a peculiar, 
desperate battle for their own survival and for the survival of the 
partition plan, with its recognition of Jewish sovereignty. After May 
15, 1948, this became an all-out war of the new Jewish state against 
the armed forces of the combined Arab states, who refused to recog¬ 
nize the existence of the state they were attacking. 75 

From November 29, 1947, to May 15, 1948, the United Nations 
did nothing of consequence to carry out the partition plan it had 
adopted for Palestine. The provisions made in the plan itself for exe¬ 
cution by UN organs depended completely on British cooperation. 
Since this was denied, the Palestine Commission that was appointed 
could only submit gloomy reports of growing chaos and of their own 
helplessness. 76 Moreover, after exerting itself to obtain approval of 
partition, one of the major sponsors, the United States, backed down 
in the face of difficulties. When the Palestine Commission reported in 
February 1948 that it could not carry out its responsibilities without 
armed assistance, the United States, taking a legal position opposed 
to that of the UN Secretary General, stated that the Security Council 
could not intervene to impose partition in Palestine, but only to pre¬ 
serve the peace. 77 Later the United States completely abandoned par¬ 
tition, urging that efforts to put it into effect be suspended and a 
temporary UN trusteeship be resorted to. For such a solution in Pales¬ 
tine, it was suggested, some American forces might even be available. 
But the prospect of enforcing a trusteeship against the combined op¬ 
position of Jews and Arabs was even less appealing to the UN con¬ 
sensus than of seeking to enforce partition; nor did Britain show any 
signs of reversing its position and agreeing to stay in Palestine in 
response to the American reversal. 

As the UN session was drawing to a close, simultaneously with the 
British mandate in Palestine, without a new decision, Israel, on May 
14, took matters into its own hands and proclaimed its existence as 
a sovereign state. Boldness had its instant reward. Without warning 
even to the State Department officials who, to the last minute, were 
seeking to stave off partition and Jewish independence together with 
all their consequences, the White House immediately announced rec¬ 
ognition of the new Jewish commonwealth. The Soviet Union swiftly 
picked up its cue, recognizing Israel de jure three days later. 78 
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The Jews had been willing to accept an extremely restricted sov¬ 
ereignty as part of an orderly solution of the Palestine problem under 
the aegis of the United Nations. But the UN solution was neither 
carried out in an orderly fashion nor enforced at all by its authors. A 
bold assertion of sovereignty by Israel itself, at the risk of desperate 
war, was responsible for the ultimate solution of the Palestine problem. 

Israel’s independence was fiercely contested from the outset by 
sworn foes. Even the original sponsors of the new state, the United 
Nations —as a body, bloc by bloc, or individually — did not always 
grant to Israel’s sovereignty the same measure of recognition normally 
accorded to less controversial states. But having won its very right to 
exist by an assertion of independence, Israel carefully examined all 
new suggestions to abridge its sovereignty in order to see whether 
they were not, in actuality, threats to its existence. Against such threats 
it is even today inclined to defend its rights in an all-or-nothing mood. 

I 

In the period between November 29, 1947, and May 14, 1948, the 
Jews, alone among all the parties concerned, worked in close collabora¬ 
tion with the United Nations Palestine Commission. 1 As Abba Eban 
pointed out, when he appeared before the Ad Hoc Political Commit¬ 
tee of the General Assembly to defend Israel’s application for mem¬ 
bership in the UN, the General Assembly, in its partition resolution, 
had specifically requested cooperation from six different sources: the 
Jews, the Arabs, the mandatary, the Security Council, the Trustee¬ 
ship Council, and the Economic and Social Council. Only the Jews 
extended their cooperation. The Arabs opposed the resolution by vio¬ 
lence. The mandatary not only refused cooperation but prevented exe¬ 
cution of the General Assembly’s instructions by its Palestine Com¬ 
mission. The Security Council rejected clauses in a resolution offered 



ISRAEL AND THE UNITED NATIONS 


377 


by the United States which would have accepted the tasks assigned 
to the Security Council by the partition resolution. The Trusteeship 
Council considered but did not adopt a draft statute for the interna¬ 
tionalization of Jerusalem, and the Economic and Social Council did 
not appoint a joint economic board as required by the partition reso¬ 
lution. 2 

If this were not sufficient to prove how dubious the General As¬ 
sembly’s political solution of the Palestine problem had become, other 
developments underscored the point. Among these we have mentioned 
the American reversal of policy after November 29, 1947 — to be re¬ 
versed in its turn by the presidential recognition of Israel on May 
14, 1948. American hesitancy had its effect on the General Assembly. 
The UN consensus was not persuaded to replace partition by a trustee¬ 
ship for Palestine nor did the United States push this proposal beyond 
the stage of a working paper. However, even as Israel was proclaim¬ 
ing its independence, the UN did disband the Palestine Commission 
appointed to carry out partition and replaced it with a Mediator. This 
measure was interpreted at least by one of the great powers most 
interested in Palestine, Great Britain, as a mandate to the Mediator to 
seek new political solutions other than partition for the situation in 
Palestine. 3 Count Folke Bernadotte, appointed as Mediator, took the 
same view of his instructions, and was rather impatient with any action 
of UN quarters that might tie his hands. 4 He made, or considered, 
new proposals for the demilitarization or international control of Haifa; 
the surrender of large blocks of territory in Southern Palestine which 
had been allocated to Israel by the UN partition in return for West¬ 
ern Galilee, which had been allocated to the Arabs; the incorporation 
of the proposed Palestine Arab state — including the Negev in the 
south (and, at one time, the Jerusalem area originally to have been 
internationalized) — in the Kingdom of Transjordan; and the joint con¬ 
trol of immigration into Israel by Jews and Arabs through the union 
of the two territories in a dual state. 5 These proposals, which were in 
accord with British strategic requirements, were generally under¬ 
stood, by Israel among others, to have been drawn up in agreement 
with the foreign affairs policy planners of Britain and the United 
States. 6 

The proposals had no practical significance at the time, since 
most Arab states were as firmly opposed to them — though, of course, 
for different reasons — as was Israel. But merely by making such plans 
public, the UN Mediator gave the Israelis an unmistakable demon¬ 
stration of two facts pertinent to their situation. First, they were put 
on notice that the delineation of boundaries by the UN resolution of 
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November 29, 1947, could not be regarded as decisive. The Western 
consensus, backed by the Soviet bloc for its own convenience, had 
worked out partition boundaries which took account of the Zionist 
aim to solve the problem of the Jews. Many of these same countries 
were now inclined to mediate — that is, to split the difference — be¬ 
tween their own adjudication of the issues on their merits and the 
Arab refusal to accept the existence of Israel in any shape. Secondly, 
and following from this, Israel perceived that only by another asser¬ 
tion of its sovereign will — for no other court of appeal remained — 
could it preserve itself within boundaries that made it a viable instru¬ 
ment for the functions it had undertaken as a Jewish state. 

The framework within which Israel had to act was the developing 
UN regime of cease-fire orders and truces regulating the Arab-Israeli 
war. The regulations that grew up, and the tactical and strategic situ¬ 
ations that arose in relation to them, were another demonstration to 
the Israelis of the nature of the dangers to which they were exposed 
and, consequently, of the kind of method which alone held out any 
hope for survival. 

In the last days of the Mandate, the Jews in Palestine already had 
occasion to learn that the UN resolution offered no protection for 
their lives or political survival. On the other hand, both could be suc¬ 
cessfully defended by the independent action of the Jews themselves, 
if they were ready to fight against apparently desperate odds. Since 
the British generally stood aside, the Jews and Arabs, both of whom 
were most densely settled in the same regions in mixed or neighbor¬ 
ing rural and urban concentrations, were left to fight a bitter civil 
war on the roads and streets, in the citrus groves and from house to 
house. Fighting raged throughout the area marked out for the Jewish 
state as well as in Jerusalem and its environs and approaches. The 
Arabs, having the initiative of attack and bolstered by men and arms 
from neighboring Arab states, began by cutting off the communica¬ 
tions between major Jewish settlements. They were also able to destroy 
by May 15 several villages in the area destined for the Arab state 
or the corpus separatum of Jerusalem. In the course of time, how¬ 
ever, it became clear that the Jewish defense would not merely hold 
fast in most of the towns and villages. The Jews in their campaign 
to maintain dominance over the whole area of the proposed Jewish 
state, as well as of the new city of Jerusalem and its approaches, 7 
were also able to destroy Arab strongholds that commanded the roads 
or threatened Jewish settlements. 

The situation was sharply reversed on May 15, 1948, the day the 
Mandate was officially terminated and the day after Israel came into 
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being. Detachments of the regular armies of Egypt and Saudi Arabia, 
Transjordan, Iraq, Syria, and Lebanon marched into Palestine, seek¬ 
ing to cut off the major areas of Jewish settlement from each other 
and to converge on Jerusalem, Haifa, and Tel Aviv. Until it received 
delivery of heavy arms ordered abroad, sometimes in evasion of an 
embargo against arms shipments to Palestine, Israel had nothing to 
match the equipment of its foes, who had long been and were still 
receiving modern armaments from Britain and other countries. The 
Arab incursions, of course, were not only contrary to the intent of 
the General Assembly’s partition resolution but directly opposed to 
a series of Security Council resolutions of March 5, April 1, April 17, 
and May 22, calling on all parties involved to end the fighting in 
Palestine. It needed a new Security Council resolution for a temporary 
cease-fire, passed on May 29, and a period of negotiation even after 
that to secure the first truce, which went into effect on June 11. 8 In 
the meantime, the Arab forces had penetrated far beyond the fron¬ 
tiers laid down in the partition plan, except in those places, like the 
Jordan and Jezreel valleys and the Sharon Plain, where Jewish settle¬ 
ments presented a more or less continuous front. Elsewhere, in the 
Negev in the south and Jerusalem in the east, isolated Jewish settle¬ 
ments maintained themselves in a “hedgehog” defense, while Arab 
armies marched freely around and between them to occupy strategic 
positions practically at will within the area allotted to the state of 
Israel under the UN plan. In the rear of the Egyptian forces, Israeli 
mobile units operated. 9 

This was the situation which was to be regulated by the negotiation 
of a truce. The resort to a truce as a means for dealing with the Pales¬ 
tine situation had been from the beginning an alternative employed 
by the Security Council upon failing to undertake the direct enforce¬ 
ment of the General Assembly’s partition plan. A truce was first pro¬ 
posed by the American delegation following the policy shift from 
support of the partition plan to the expedient of a temporary trustee¬ 
ship. When the Security Council, in lieu of action enforcing the par¬ 
tition, did issue a call for a truce on April 1, 1948, it called at the same 
time for the special session proposed by the American delegation to 
consider “further the future government of Palestine.” 10 The Zionist 
representatives at the UN plainly expressed their fear of two possi¬ 
bilities inherent in a truce inaugurated under such conditions. 11 They 
were suspicious of any agreement for which there was no agency of 
enforcement except the mandatary, and they successfully demanded 
that the UN establish its own supervisory agency. In addition, they 
obviously felt that, even under UN supervisory auspices, the resort 
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to a truce without enforcement of the partition resolution might have 
political as well as military implications. Consequently, they tried to 
have the political and military aspects of the problem separated. Here, 
too, they were successful, formally at least, and the Consular Truce 
Commission and subsequent truce supervisory bodies were charged 
with maintaining a purely military equilibrium, and were without any 
competence in regard to the political issues. Yet, it was clear enough 
that, whatever might be the formal provisions that applied, in fact 
the status existing under the truce arrangements must necessarily have 
crucial political effects; and it could be used as a weapon against the 
sovereignty or existence of the Jewish state. 

Thus whenever a truce was under discussion, the Arabs sought 
to ban Jewish immigration from entering Palestine on the grounds that 
this would constitute a breach of the military status quo. 12 Israel, on 
the other hand, asserted its sovereign right to admit immigrants to its 
shores, yet had to agree that the UN might supervise the admission of 
men of military age in order to ensure they would not be placed under 
arms. Also, of course, there were UN observers in Israel to enforce 
the ban on arms imports under the truce — a condition which compli¬ 
cated the position of the government when the Altalena had to be 
sunk off Tel Aviv beach. 13 

At the end of the first truce, which at British and Arab insistence 
had been limited to four weeks, a UN resolution called for an exten¬ 
sion of the cease-fire. 14 This was ignored by the Arab armies, who re¬ 
opened hostilities, only to be sharply set back in a ten-day Israeli of¬ 
fensive that substantially widened the area under Jewish control. A 
second truce was imposed, intended this time to be permanent. But 
the positions occupied by the Jewish and Arab forces at the onset of 
the truce still cut across each other s communications. As a result, new 
fighting broke out continually, sometimes provoked by different in¬ 
terpretations of the complex truce provisions. 15 

The cease-fire orders of that time began to contain paragraphs 
stipulating that the forces must retreat to their lines as they existed 
before the outbreak. 16 The political implications of such a clause were 
unmistakable, for at that very time the UN Mediator, with British 
support, was proposing to scrap the partition resolution and allot to 
Transjordan areas of Southern Palestine in which isolated Jewish 
strongpoints were surrounded by the armored forces of Egypt. The 
justification for abandoning the UN partition plan in this way was 
that the UN resolution was based on an assumption of universal com¬ 
pliance which had been proven illusory. Once the plan was resisted 
by violence, a new solution, taking into account the political reali- 
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ties represented, for example, by the line of battle between Israel and 
the Arabs, would have to be sought. 

But the attempt to stabilize a military status quo relying on the 
kind of truce lines that existed was itself based on an unreal assump¬ 
tion. This was recognized in Count Bernadotte’s report: 

It would be dangerous complacency ... to take it for granted that with 
no settlement in sight the truce can be maintained indefinitely. Each side 
contends that the indefinite truce works to the advantage of the other. The 
strain on both sides in maintaining the truce under the prevailing tension 
in Palestine is undoubtedly very great. I am convinced that neither side 
really wishes to resume the fighting but, on the other hand, neither side 
appears to be prepared, openly or voluntarily, to surrender its position or 
to make fundamental concessions. There is the constant danger, which 
must be faced, that the accumulated irritation from daily incidents, war 
nerves, the economic strain of maintaining large armies in the field, the 
pressures of public opinion, and the tendency to despair of any peaceful 
settlement, may provoke one or the other party to take the foolhardy risk 
of resuming hostilities in the vain hope of a quick victory. There is also the 
danger that under the constant pressure of tension, mutual suspicion and 
recrimination, and in the absence of any enforcement ability by the United 
Nations representatives, the truce, if too long prolonged in its present 
indefinite form, will deteriorate into a virtual resumption of hostilities 
through a mounting number of local incidents widely spread . 17 

It became obvious that the only way to establish a military status 
quo that could endure was not to demand, after each outbreak, with¬ 
drawal to untenable truce lines but to disentangle the foes and re¬ 
group them along continuous demarcation lines accepted by both 
under an armistice. A Security Council resolution of November 16, 
1948 called upon the parties to come to an agreement for this pur¬ 
pose. 18 

During this period Israel was given another object lesson in the 
inefficacy of the UN partition resolution as a support for its existence. 
That resolution had specifically provided that the UN should give 
“sympathetic consideration” to applications for membership from a 
Jewish or Arab state if either should make its independence effective 
as envisaged in the partition plan. 19 Israel submitted its application for 
UN membership on November 29, 1948, the anniversary of the passage 
of the partition resolution, together with a declaration committing 
itself to accept all the obligations of the UN charter. 20 If the provisions 
of the UN partition resolution relating to this application had been 
respected, the sovereign existence of Israel, denied by the Arabs, 
would have been reaffirmed by the UN as a whole at that time. 

Circumstances seemed favorable for such an application. Not only 
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had Israel been granted diplomatic recognition by a considerable 
number of states by the end of 1948, 21 but the progress of the fighting 
had made it clear that the Arab armies could not crush the Jews. By 
the middle of November, it was Egyptian forces who were being en¬ 
circled by the Jewish advance. Even though no armistice negotiations 
had yet begun, the General Assembly was discussing draft resolu¬ 
tions which were to lead, on December 11, to the creation of a concilia¬ 
tion commission in order to assist the parties to take the next step, 
from armistice to peace. 22 The effective establishment and international 
acceptance of Israel’s independence seemed clear enough to encourage 
Israel in its hope for UN membership as a conclusive sign of recog¬ 
nition. 

But encouraging omens were not the only reasons for the appli¬ 
cation. Even more to the point were the strong, persisting opposition 
to Israel’s very existence among the Arabs, and the evidences of readi¬ 
ness among powerful European countries to endanger the viability 
of Israel in order to give at least partial and provisional satisfaction 
to the Arabs. Israel made its application for membership at a time 
when Egyptian forces were still widely deployed over Southern Pales¬ 
tine. Even though their position was already precarious, these Egyp¬ 
tian troops consituted an argument in favor of placing Southern Pales¬ 
tine under Arab rule in the name of political realism. Moreover, Count 
Bernadotte’s murder by Jewish terrorists had converted his plan to 
award this area to an Arab state into a kind of testament of a man 
martyred in the cause of the United Nations. 23 Thus the discussion 
in the General Assembly was based on British draft resolutions pro¬ 
viding that the Bernadotte boundary proposals be adopted by the UN 
instead of, or at least in addition to, the original partition boundaries 
as the basis for defining the appropriate limits of the Jewish state. 

That such a delimitation placed in question the very existence of 
Israel was implicitly recognized by the Australian delegation when it 
suggested adding to the British draft a clause approving Israel’s appli¬ 
cation for UN membership, no doubt in order to indicate that the severe 
loss of viability entailed by the proposed boundary revisions did not 
mean the denial of Israel’s existence in principle. 24 In the end, the reso¬ 
lution of December 11 did not give formal endorsement to the Berna¬ 
dotte boundaries — nor did it provide for Israel’s admission to the UN. 
That issue was later decided in a Security Council resolution; and on 
December 17, 1948, Israel’s application for UN membership was set 
aside by the negative vote of Syria and the abstention of such pillars 
of the European and UN consensus as Belgium, Canada, France, and 
the United Kingdom, together with China. 25 



ISRAEL AND THE UNITED NATIONS 


383 


The situation was altered radically when Israel, in renewed fight¬ 
ing, asserted its claims by an act of sovereign will. As 1948 ended, 
Israeli forces swept through Southern Palestine and over into Egyptian 
Sinai at El Arish, gathering in the Egyptian armies as they rode. In 
a later swoop, an Israeli column drove down to the Red Sea, securing 
the port of Eilat. In both instances, the British considered their in¬ 
terests endangered and they threatened to invoke their treaties of 
alliance with Egypt and Jordan. In the earlier outbreak, things went so 
far that British reconnaissance planes were shot down over the battle 
lines. 26 

This chain of events brought about decisive changes in attitude 
in Egypt and England. The former country had virtually lost its army 
in a battle where its Arab allies gave it no support. It now had to 
choose between the evil of an armistice with Israel and the evil of 
invoking an alliance with Britain which it ardently sought to annul. 
It chose the armistice with Israel. 27 In Britain, where the mounting 
consequences of the anti-Israel policy called forth growing opposition, 
the spectacle of British planes shot down over the Egyptian-Israeli 
battle lines provoked a sharp reaction of public opinion. Thus, the 
withdrawal of Israeli troops from across the lines in Sinai was met, on 
the British side, by the final agreement to extend diplomatic recog¬ 
nition to the new Jewish state. 28 

The Egyptian armistice was soon followed by armistices with other 
Arab states. The British recognition, too, was accompanied by a flood 
of similar recognitions by states which until then had held back. On 
January 15, 1949, Israel had held its first elections and in March 1949, 
replaced its Provisional Government by the first regularly constituted 
government of the Jewish state. 29 The time seemed ripe for renewing 
the Israeli application for UN membership. 

But the outcome demonstrated to Israel once more that its claim 
to independence within viable boundaries could not rest on a reliable 
foundation if it depended on the UN consensus alone. The Israelis 
found, on the other hand, that when they asserted the prerogatives of 
sovereignty, such an approach proved effective. Before Israel was ad¬ 
mitted to UN membership, as it eventually was on this second appli¬ 
cation, it had to submit to an unprecedented examination in the Ad 
Hoc Political Committee of the General Assembly. 30 The kind of 
question asked, not only by Arabs who were opposed to the very ex¬ 
istence of Israel but by states whose votes had helped call it into ex¬ 
istence, implied that Israel might legitimately be required to make 
political concessions infringing on the normal prerogatives of sov¬ 
ereignty as the price of its admission to the international organization. 
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But Israel made responses which, for all the tact with which they 
were phrased, left no doubt that the Jewish state claimed all the legal 
rights normally exercised by all states, and it succeeded through this 
approach in obtaining UN membership. 

Some of the Scandinavian countries seemed inclined to reserve the 
right to deny Israel the full recognition implied in UN membership 
if the methods and results of Israel’s investigation of Bernadotte’s assas¬ 
sination did not satisfy them. 31 Some Roman Catholic countries seemed 
inclined to demand, as the price of Israel’s admission to the UN, that 
it accept without question the internationalization of Jerusalem as laid 
down in the original partition plan. 32 Arab and Moslem states argued 
against Israel’s right to be a UN member on the grounds that it re¬ 
fused to give immediate, total, and unconditional consent to that part 
of UN Resolution 194 (III) which envisaged the eventual repatria¬ 
tion on certain conditions of some Arab refugees to Palestine as one 
of the methods for the solution of that urgent problem. Some of their 
questions and arguments directed against Israel’s application also 
implied that acceptance of the boundaries laid down in the original 
partition plan was a legitimate condition which might be imposed 
before Israel’s right to be an equal member of the family of nations 
could be confirmed. 33 

To all these questions the Israeli representative answered courte¬ 
ously and patiently, but without conceding in any case that the points 
raised were legally valid criteria by which Israel’s qualifications for 
UN membership could be properly judged. 34 Resolutions of the General 
Assembly, he contended, should be respected by UN members not be¬ 
cause of their legal force — for they were not legally binding — but 
because of their moral force, and consequently what was important 
was to interpret correctly the spirit of the resolution in changing cir¬ 
cumstances. Israel undertook to respect the purposes of the UN and, 
on the lines indicated, to give due consideration to its resolutions. 
Upon such a presentation of its case, Israel won admission to the UN 
without yielding on any point the position it had taken up in the in¬ 
terests of its sovereign existence and national security. 35 

But while Israel successfully resisted the view that particular 
political demands favored by small or large UN blocs or included 
in one or another UN resolution could be made legally binding upon 
it, and that its recognition as a UN member could be made conditional 
on unquestioning acceptance of such demands, this was far from 
the end of the matter. The Roman Catholic countries, with consider¬ 
able support elsewhere, continued to insist on the internationalization 
of a Jerusalem enclave. The Arab countries continued to insist on the 
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full and immediate repatriation of the Arab refugees to their old homes. 
They also began with increasing emphasis to take recourse to the very 
partition resolution they had at first violently opposed in demanding 
that Israel give up territory beyond the original partition lines which 
it had incorporated as a result of the fighting. These were issues on 
which Israel not only remained in conflict with influential blocs in the 
UN but, from time to time, found itself unsupported, if not opposed, 
by the UN consensus. Since, moreover, the conflict with the Arabs in¬ 
volved the question of Israel’s very right to independence and sov¬ 
ereignty, the failure to obtain the support of the UN on other matters 
also casts doubt, to the Israeli mind, even after admission to UN mem¬ 
bership, on the full acceptance by the international community of 
Israel as a legitimate political entity. 

There was hardly an aspect of the UN partition plan which was 
so repugnant to the Jews as the internationalization of Jerusalem . 36 
The elimination of the symbolic Zion from the Jewish state placed in 
question the success of Zionism, if its goal were to solve the problem 
of Judaism; but it was part of the price that had to be paid for inter¬ 
national aproval of the minimum conditions for solving the more urgent 
problem of the Jews. However, the internationalization of Jerusalem 
was accepted on certain assumptions: that the partition would be car¬ 
ried out in an orderly and peaceable fashion; that, consequently, the 
Jews in Jerusalem would be secure in their lives and property; that the 
economic viability of the community would be assured by the freedom 
of transit and the division of the income of the economic union provided 
in the partition plan; and that not only would the Jews of Jerusalem 
be able to opt for citizenship in Israel at once, but after ten years the 
city might possibly be joined to Israel through a referendum . 37 The 
fighting which immediately broke out destroyed those assumptions. It 
exposed the Jews of Jerusalem, from the first moment, to attack and 
siege, sniping and shelling, hunger and thirst. The UN could do noth¬ 
ing effective either to protect the population of Jerusalem or to carry 
out its plan for the city. Only by force of arms were the Jews able to 
save the community in the New City from being destroyed together 
with the community in the Old City. The control they exercised over 
the city and its communications with the coast were the only guarantees 
the Jews henceforth were willing to rely on for the continued safety of 
Jewish Jerusalem . 38 

The history of the Jerusalem question in the UN was not calculated 
to alter but rather to confirm this attitude. In the period before the 
terminal date of the Mandate, when the Security Council, appealed 
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to by the Palestine Commission for measures to enforce partition, re¬ 
plied instead by rejecting this responsibility, the Trusteeship Council 
also found itself unable to give final approval to a plan for an inter¬ 
national regime in Jerusalem. Arab opposition to the draft statute that 
the Trusteeship Council had drawn up in accordance with the parti¬ 
tion resolution, and the American desire to replace that resolution by 
new arrangements, made the Council hesitate to carry out its in¬ 
structions from the General Assembly. Instead, it reported the inconclu¬ 
sive stage of its efforts and asked for instructions — and the General 
Assembly tacitly approved inaction by failing to instruct the Council 
to adopt its statute formally, but instead asked it to make some interim 
proposal to deal with the bloodshed there. 39 The next suggestion re¬ 
garding Jerusalem to emanate from UN quarters was the Mediator’s 
proposal, during the first truce in June 1948, to turn the city over to 
Transjordan, because the Jewish military position seemed precarious. 
This abandonment of the idea of the internationalization of Jerusalem 
did not survive the subsequent fighting, in which Israel gained a secure 
line of communications to the New City. In September 1948, Count 
Bernadotte, recognizing the changed situation, reverted to the idea of 
internationalizing the city. 40 The General Assembly resolution of 
December 11, 1948, following the Mediator’s suggestions, instructed 
the projected Palestine Conciliation Commission to draw up a specific 
plan for internationalizing Jerusalem, providing, however, for maximum 
municipal autonomy for the two populations involved. 41 

The Conciliation Commission had to face the fact that the city of 
Jerusalem was divided between two hostile armed nations, facing each 
other across a newly defined armistice line, and that the populations 
and supply lines of the two parts of the city were integrally connected 
with Israel, on the one hand, and Transjordan, on the other. Its plan 
for an international regime in the city sought to recognize this division 
as far as possible, while still providing for UN authority over the area. 42 

In an interview with the Chairman of the Commission during ne¬ 
gotiations prior to the formulation of the plan, Prime Minister Ben- 
Gurion firmly rejected internationalization. He said that, upon becoming 
a member of the UN, Israel would propose that the originally adopted 
approach to the problem be revised. 43 Abba Eban, under questioning 
upon Israel’s application for UN membership, explained that there 
had been no real determination of Jerusalem’s position, as the Trustee¬ 
ship Council had failed to carry out its assignment, and the whole 
partition plan, to which the internationalization of Jerusalem was 
integrally related, had never been enforced by the UN. He recognized, 
however, that Israel was morally, if not legally, bound to respect the 
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conclusions the UN might still arrive at on the question, and indicated 
that Israel would propose an alternative plan of its own for the approval 
of the UN. 44 When the Conciliation Commission s plan came out, with 
its provisions for UN authority over a Jerusalem divided, along the 
armistice line, between two states, to one of which each half was ad¬ 
ministratively linked, it was subjected to scathing criticism on legal, 
economic, and security grounds by Israel. In its place, Israel proposed 
an agreement between the two states controlling the city respectively 
and the UN, in order to establish international control of the Holy 
Places, but not of the whole area. 45 (Jordan, for its part, consistently re¬ 
jected any form of internationalization, considering its own promise to 
respect the status quo in regard to the Holy Places as sufficient.) 46 While 
the question was being considered in the General Assembly’s Ad Hoc 
Political Committee, with the Israeli delegation seeking to make its 
point by diplomacy, the Prime Minister intervened, under pressure of 
public opinion and of the opposition parties. He declared outright, in a 
statement made in the parliament but directed to the General Assembly, 
that Israel would reject any proposal to remove Jewish Jerusalem from 
its sovereign control. 47 The response of the Ad Hoc Committee to this 
challenge was to report out an excessively severe and impracticable 
resolution. The Trusteeship Council was instructed to prepare and put 
into effect immediately, in spite of any action by an interested govern¬ 
ment, a plan for the international control of the Jerusalem area as a 
corpus separatum , along the lines of the original partition resolution. 
No provision was to be made, however, for economic union with the 
Arab or Jewish state, nor was there any mention of 4 municipal auton¬ 
omy” and administrative ties with the two states, as in the Conciliation 
Commission’s plan. The resolution — Resolution 303 (IV) — was 

adopted on December 9, 1949, by the necessary two-thirds majority. 48 

Given this assignment, the Trusteeship Council duly brushed up 
and formally adopted its plan for internationalizing Jerusalem, though, 
of course, with no hope of putting it into effect in view of the stand of 
both states that ruled the area. The position of Israel, in particular, was 
made clear by the progressive concentration of government offices in 
the city, which public opinion united in considering “the only conceiv¬ 
able capital of a Jewish state.” 49 After some negotiation with Israel and 
Jordan, the Trusteeship Council was forced to report that it was unable 
to put its plan into effect, since the consent of neither of the govern¬ 
ments in control could be obtained. 50 

The Chairman of the Trusteeship Council and the delegations of 
several leading UN members tried to find a reasonable way out of 
the situation by taking a similar line to that proposed by Israel. Such 
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a solution had been contemplated by a Bolivian and a joint Netherlands 
and Swedish draft resolution which were presented at the Fourth 
Session of the General Assembly. These drafts provided that Jerusalem 
would not be withdrawn from the jurisdiction of Israel and Jordan, 
but that international control of the Holy Places and the demilitariza¬ 
tion of the city would be established with the consent of the two states 
at the invitation of the UN. 51 In the Fifth Session, a similar resolution 
was again introduced by Sweden, but was rejected by the Ad Hoc 
Political Committee. 52 However, an attempt to reaffirm the intention 
of the UN to internationalize Jerusalem as such, and not only its Holy 
Places, and proposing to continue negotiations with Israel and Jordan 
to that end, failed in the plenary session to receive the two-thirds ma¬ 
jority required for passage. 53 Two years later, a similar proposal at¬ 
tracted even less support. 54 An increasing number of delegations rec¬ 
ognized the impracticality, if not the injustice, of a plan that ignored 
the economic dependence of Jerusalem on the states to which it was 
tied, that made singularly light-hearted assumptions about responsi¬ 
bility for the security of life in the city, and that had neither a clear 
legal basis nor a feasible political combination of forces to help the 
UN make good its claim to authority. Their number was large enough, 
after 1952, to block a renewal of the consensus in favor of internationali¬ 
zation. On the other hand, the combination of last-ditch defenders of 
the plan remained large enough to make the adoption of any more 
reasonable and more equitable arrangement a very remote possibility. 

For Israel, the history of this problem was a particularly pointed 
reminder of the uncertain and far from complete recognition of its 
sovereignty by the concert of nations. The inconsistencies in the attitude 
of the Western Protestant powers, bulwarks of that international con¬ 
sensus which had originally recognized the Jewish claim to a national 
home and then to a State, were painful enough. When Jerusalem was 
entirely cut off by Arab forces, they were prepared to award the city to 
Transjordan on the grounds of strategic rationality. But after Israel had 
firmly attached the New City to itself by conquering a strong land 
bridge to the coast, the Western powers did not apply the same criteria 
to the case and would not recognize formally the fact of Israel’s control. 
This was particularly resented because the part of Jerusalem held by 
the Jews contained hardly any of the Holy Places, almost all of which 
were in the Old City. 55 In the course of time, America and other powers 
became convinced that internationalization was impossible and a new 
arrangement acknowledging Israel’s sovereignty would have to be 
sought; yet even while recognizing this, they responded to Israel’s 
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transfer of its seat of government to the capital by ordering a diplo¬ 
matic boycott of the city. 56 

More ominous still was the use the Arab bloc was able to make of 
the Jerusalem issue in the UN. Themselves firmly opposed (in the be¬ 
ginning) to the internationalization of Jerusalem, as to all other aspects 
of the partition plan, the Arab states (with the exception of Jordan, 
which held the Old City) eventually agreed to internationalization of 
the whole city as “a lesser evil” than Israel’s retention of part of it. 
In 1952, as we shall see, this won them enough support from Roman 
Catholic countries to defeat a UN resolution which declared it a re¬ 
sponsibility primarily of the Jews and Arabs to make peace. Through 
voting for the right of the Roman Catholics to demand Israel’s accept¬ 
ance of the internationalization of Jerusalem in a rider to a UN resolu¬ 
tion proposing peace negotiations, the Arabs successfully asserted their 
right to impose their own conditions before agreeing to discuss peace. 
If Jerusalem were internationalized, it would be a severe blow to the 
integrity of Israel, as a people and a territory, and it would symbolically 
cripple it as a state dedicated to solving the problem of Judaism. But 
Israel might still go on to solve the more urgent problem of the Jews, 
and to exercise sovereignty of sufficient scope for this purpose. The 
Arab conditions regarding the return of refugees and the revision of 
boundaries, on the other hand, struck at the very heart of Israel’s via¬ 
bility as a sovereign entity pursuing Zionist goals. The attitude of a 
large part of the UN on the Jerusalem question thus became an imple¬ 
ment whereby the road to a conclusive recognition of Israel’s sovereign 
existence could be blocked in the UN. 

From this record, Israel was inclined to draw certain conclusions as 
to its situation. It could conclude that in facing the Arab threat to its 
existence it could not rely implicitly on the support of the UN con¬ 
sensus. It could conclude also — a conclusion bolstered by the prag¬ 
matic union of Arabs and anti-Semites in a joint propaganda campaign 
throughout the world — that the rise of Israel had not caused some of 
the fundamental sources of anti-Semitism to disappear but instead 
had given them a new target upon which to concentrate hostility. In 
a case like the issue of Jerusalem, the pervasive Christian opposition to 
a symbolic restoration of Israel was aroused, and it could be carried 
to the length of placing in question indirectly Israel’s very right to exist 
as a conclusively recognized member of the world community. 

On the other hand, the several resolutions to internationalize Jeru¬ 
salem remained ineffective. To be sure, Jordanian opposition as well 
as Israelian opposition was encountered by the plan. But it was Israel 
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that bore the brunt of the diplomatic battle. Consequently, the people 
and government of Israel had an exhilarating, myth-generating sense 
of having successfully resisted massive international pressure in their 
assertion of sovereignty. While still formally contested by many nations, 
the fact that Jerusalem functioned effectively as Israel's capital under 
its full sovereignty was being recognized more widely every year. This, 
too, was an object lesson in the efficacy of an exercise of the rights 
of sovereignty which has had its effect in Israel. 


n 

The same issue and rather similar conclusions arose in a context 
where Israel did not occupy the familiar Jewish position of the ag¬ 
grieved party, but was itself charged with injustice. The context was, 
of course, that of the Arab refugee problem. 

It is true that the Israelis had sufficient reason to feel that theirs 
was not by far the sole or primary guilt for the displacement and con¬ 
tinued suffering of so many Arab refugees. The fact that there would 
have been no Arab refugee problem if the Arabs had not fought parti¬ 
tion by force of arms could in itself serve as an effective self-justification. 
The Israelis also knew that even after the outbreak of violence they 
had not planned the evacuation of the Arabs. The mass flight had 
come as a surprise to them and had, at first, filled them with misgivings. 

In Haifa, to name only one example, they had pleaded with the 
Arabs to stay, partly out of regard for the tradition of good relations 
with Arab fellow-workers of which the Haifa socialists were so proud; 
partly out of the conviction that the evacuation had been ordered by 
Arab military leaders in order to clear the city for an anticipated assault 
that was to bring the Arabs back in triumph after the Jewish community 
was destroyed. 57 Not only the Arab states but, in the final period of 
their Mandate, the British, too, had adopted policies which largely con¬ 
tributed to the flight of Arabs. They had done nothing to make possible 
an orderly transfer of authority after their retirement; but in certain 
places where Arabs or Jews were dominant, they had recognized the 
control exercised by local bodies, and, to Arabs at least together with 
authority they handed over Palestine police armaments as well. 58 With 
the areas of densest Jewish and Arab settlement so closely intermingled, 
this policy — or lack of policy — led to a violent struggle for control in 
each place abandoned in the gradual British withdrawal. Some British 
officials, in their concern for the side that seemed to be losing in the en¬ 
suing local battles, thought that helping to evacuate the weaker side 
was their way out. Such proposals, made to both Jews and Arabs, were 
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more than once rejected by Jews. In Tiberias, the Arab community was 
apparently evacuated simultaneously with the British forces, while in 
Haifa, on the other hand, the British commander supported the Jewish 
plea that the Arab community remain, and helped organize the exodus 
only after the Arabs nevertheless decided to leave. 59 

Arabs in towns and villages like Abu Ghosh near Jerusalem or Naz¬ 
areth and the Druse villages in the Galilee, who responded to Jewish 
overtures or who — often, no doubt, because of feuds with other Arabs 
— had long before decided on friendly relations with Israel, remained 
unharmed in Israel and did not join the refugee mass. The same could 
be said of Arab areas which were transferred to Israel by the armistice 
agreements rather than by combat. 

Nevertheless, the Israelis were acutely conscious of their own actions 
that had swelled and speeded the Arab exodus. It was not merely a 
question of the terror provoked by the “dissident” groups of Jewish 
fighters who did not bow to communal authority, and whose capture 
of the village of Deir Yasin was accompanied by such wanton blood¬ 
shed. This action could be, and was, condemned by Jewish representa¬ 
tives. 60 But the disciplined forces of the community had to adopt tactics, 
in the last days of the Mandate and in the early fighting afterwards, 
which were opposed to the policies of which the community had been 
so proud in the earlier outbreaks of 1936-1939; and where the new tac¬ 
tics were successfully applied, many of the defeated Arabs necessarily 
became refugees. In 1936-1939 the Jews had defended themselves 
against Arab attacks in accordance with a policy of self-restraint 
( havlaga ), guarding themselves against attack but not taking the of¬ 
fensive in retaliation. This was a line of tactics which was only possible, 
just as it was necessitated, because the British exercised responsibility 
for law and order in the country. Its tactical disadvantages were re¬ 
sented even then — and when the British sought Jewish cooperation in 
defensive night forays and patrols against Arab raiders, the opportunity 
was welcomed — but it carried the immense moral advantage, of which 
the Jews were quite conscious, of clearly defining who the aggressor 
was. But in 1947-1948, there was no British willingness to maintain 
order. To sit behind sandbag barricades in defensive positions was 
impossible, for with the roads cut, Jewish settlements were threatened 
with starvation. The only possible defense, in places where Jews lived 
side by side with their foes, was to seize and hold the ground from 
which the Arab attack came — or, as was very often the case, if a place 
that was raided could not be held for long, it was necessary to deny 
the enemy its use as an offensive base by destroying strong points. 
When such a Jewish raid was launched, or even feared, one immediate 
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effect was often the flight of the Arab population; and where the raids 
succeeded and demolition was carried out, the Arabs could not very 
well return, at least until the fighting ended. 

The moral loss which these new tactics entailed was as well-under¬ 
stood by the Jews as the military gain. But there was a clear choice 
which had to be made between the two. There was hardly any dissent or 
hesitation in choosing the course which alone offered a chance for 
survival. 

The loss of their moral advantage was soon felt by the Israelis in 
its political consequences. In the first truce, Count Bernadotte proposed 
almost as a matter of course that the Arabs who had fled from their 
homes should return at once. This was at a time when the Arab coun¬ 
tries had agreed to suspend hostilities for a period of four weeks only 
and obviously intended to renew the fighting at the end of the period. 
At that very time, moreover, Count Bernadotte was sounding Israel 
out on plans for a revision of the partition of Palestine which might 
give Jerusalem to the Arabs and deprive Israel of its essential land re¬ 
serve and entree to the Red Sea in Southern Palestine, and thus of the 
chance to undertake the solution of the problem of the Jews; while if 
Arab demands had any effect, Bernadotte’s proposals for demilitarizing 
Haifa might end in barring Jewish immigration through the country’s 
major port. 61 If they were wise, Bernadotte argued, the Israelis should 
accept such sacrifices because the result of a renewal of war was un¬ 
certain and might well lead to even worse terms for Israel. Under the 
circumstances, it would have required political blindness not to have 
seen the effect on Israel’s security if Arabs were to return into the small 
stronghold which was held intact as the base of Israelian defense against 
the soon to be reopened attack. Bernadotte renewed his proposal for 
the immediate return of large groups of refugees during the second 
truce, arguing that since the truce was of indefinite duration the se¬ 
curity risk could be discounted. This view was not accepted by the 
Israelis, who took the position that Israel could not consider the return 
of Arab refugees to its territory until there were negotiations for a 
peace settlement. 62 

This, however, placed the Israelis, as they well knew, in a moral 
position the reverse of that which had been theirs previously, and from 
which they had formerly derived certain imponderable political ad¬ 
vantages. It had been the Arab or the British argument until now that 
political considerations made it impossible to admit into Palestine refu¬ 
gees whose suffering aroused the humanitarian sympathy of the world 
— in spite of their asserted legal claims to enter this haven. Against 
this position a powerful current of public opinion in all Christian coun- 
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tries had strongly rebelled. Forces friendly to Britain and disinclined 
to drive hard bargains on legal and political issues concerning the 
Mandate in Palestine — for example, the American government and 
non-Zionist Jewish organizations — had insisted that the humanitarian 
issue of the Jewish refugees be separated from the political issues and 
treated as a matter of urgency. 

The Zionists themselves could hardly agree, in those days, that the 
100,000 or 200,000 DP’s assembled at a given moment in camps rep¬ 
resented the entire postwar problem of the Jews that Palestine must 
solve. Nor did they believe that the refugees would, in fact, be given 
priority and special treatment apart from a solution of the political 
issues. Yet the humanitarian, as distinct from the political, aspect of the 
Jewish refugee problem had a significant effect upon them too. Out¬ 
rage at the Arabs’ and especially the Britons’ icy determination not 
to be deflected from political aims by humanitarian considerations 
served more than anything else to harden the Zionists’ own resolution. 
On the other hand, whenever it seemed that the British might, after all, 
heed the humanitarian plea, the Zionist consensus became accessible 
to suggestions of reducing or deferring political demands, if necessary, 
in order to secure the concession. Now, however, it was Israel that 
refused an absolute priority to humanitarian pleas because of their 
political implications. The Jews could not do this with the same whole¬ 
heartedness that had been theirs when the positions were reversed; 
nor could they do it without incurring a shift in the pressure of political 
imponderables. 

The Arab refugee question was one of the main issues debated in 
the session of the General Assembly at the end of 1948 that led to the 
creation of the Palestine Conciliation Commission. The conclusions of 
that session regarding Palestine were summed up in Resolution 194 
(III) of December 11, 1948, of which paragraph 11 dealt specifically 
with the Arab refugee question. The resolution, continually referred 
to in later UN determinations as well as in the subsequent polemical 
literature, defines the position of the international consensus in the 
following terms: 

THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY, HAVING CONSIDERED FURTHER the situation in 

Palestine .... 

(11) resolves that the refugees wishing to return to their homes and 
live at peace with their neighbours should be permitted to do so at the 
earliest practicable date, and that compensation should be paid for the 
property of those choosing not to return and for loss of or damage to 
property which, under principles of international law or in equity, should 
be made good by the Governments or authorities responsible; 
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instructs the Conciliation Commission to facilitate the repatriation, 
resettlement and economic and social rehabilitation of the refugees and 
the payment of compensation, and to maintain close relations with the 
Director of the United Nations Relief for Palestine Refugees and, through 
him, with the appropriate organs and agencies of the United Nations. 63 

The terms of the resolution were considered at a time when Israel 
was not yet a member of the UN, but representatives of Israel were per¬ 
mitted to state their views. Their presentation of the legal and political 
aspects of the case, of the prerogatives of Israel as a sovereign state and 
the objective requirements for its security, was reflected in the final 
text adopted, and in clarifying statements by various delegations dur¬ 
ing the debate. 

Paragraph 11 of Resolution 194 (III) derives originally from the 
following conclusions of the Mediator: 

(i) The right of the Arab refugees to return to their homes in Jewish- 
controlled territory at the earliest possible date should be affirmed by 
the United Nations, and their repatriation, resettlement and economic 
and social rehabilitation, and payment of adequate compensation for the 
property of those choosing not to return, should be supervised and assisted 
by the United Nations conciliation commission .... 64 

The draft for paragraph 11, proposed by Great Britain, had a pre¬ 
amble endorsing the 'principle” stated in the quoted portion of the 
Mediators progress report, while its operative clauses reflected the 
language of the report, with certain changes. 65 The discussion of the 
draft introduced further significant changes. 

First, the proposed endorsement of the principle stated by the 
Mediator (“the right of the Arab refugees to return”) and, indeed, all 
references to the Mediators report were omitted. The phrasing em¬ 
ployed by the Mediator carried the implications that the Arab refugees 
had an absolute, individual right to return, and that the UN had author¬ 
ity, unlimited by national sovereignties, to “affirm” such rights of the 
Arab refugees and to “supervise and assist” directly the measures pro¬ 
posed for solving the refugee problems. Even in the British draft, which 
had proposed to endorse in its preamble the principle stated by the 
Mediator, the language of the remainder of the paragraph carried quite 
different implications. Instead of “affirming the right to return,” the UN 
was to “resolve that the Arab refugees should be permitted to return”; 
and instead of “supervising and assisting,” the UN Conciliation Com¬ 
mission was to “facilitate” the proposed measures for alleviating and 
solving the refugee problems. These drafting changes took account of 
the fact that measures for repatriating, resettling, rehabilitating, or 
compensating the refugees were essentially within the sovereignty of 
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the several states upon whose territory they were to be carried out. 
Consequently, the Conciliation Commission could not very well be in¬ 
structed to “supervise and assist,” but only to “facilitate” them. So, too, 
the effect of a UN resolution could only be to recommend to Israel that, 
as a matter of equity and policy, it “should permit” the Arabs to return, 
thus recognizing their moral, if not their legal rights. The UN was not 
competent to state with authority that a legal right existed and must 
be respected. But after these drafting changes, it would have been 
inconsistent to ‘endorse the principle” stated in the Mediators report, 
where a quite different view, sharply at variance with the text finally 
adopted, had been proposed. 

So, too, the final text included a number of conditions relating to 
the proposed repatriation of a part of the Arab refugees which took 
account of the representations of the Israeli spokesman. The resolution 
agreed that certain political conditions must be observed before the 
readmission of those “wishing to return to their homes” could be recom¬ 
mended when it added the qualification that they must also wish to 
live at peace with their neighbours.” In addition a wide range of perti¬ 
nent conditions was recognized in changing the phrasing from “return 
... at the earliest possible date” to “permitted to do so at the earliest 
practicable date.” 

The British delegate introduced the latter alteration, as he said, “in 
accordance with the remarks of the representative of Israel. He hoped 
this would make clearer the intention of the proposal.” 66 The remarks 
here referred to were the following: 

Large movements of population were not ordinarily envisaged during war 
when considerations of military security must prevail. The return of Arab 
refugees before peace had been established would place upon Israel the 
burden of maintaining large internal security forces .... The facts had 
been taken into consideration by the representative of the United Kingdom 
when he said that measures to remedy the situation should be taken as 
soon as possible after stable conditions had been established. Mr. Eban 
believed that some such qualifying phrase might be inserted in the resolu¬ 
tion to emphasize to the parties that the consequences of the war could 
only be settled at the end of the war. 67 

The meaning of “stable conditions” referred to by the British and 
Israeli representatives was fairly well defined by the discussion. A 
Guatemalan amendment to the British draft, proposing to add after 
as soon as possible” the phrase “after the proclamation of peace 
between the contending parties in Palestine, including the Arab 
States, would have made the recommendation to repatriate refugees 
depend on the full conclusion of peace. 68 The rejection of this amend- 



396 ZIONISM & INTERNATIONAL COMMUNITY 

ment signified that Israel was asked to permit the return of refugees 
before the conclusion of peace. At the same time, even the phrasing 
“as soon as possible” recognized that repatriation of hostile Arabs 
during war, or during the truce then in force, was not yet possible. 
In commenting on the Guatemalan amendment, the British delegate 
gave an authoritative comment on the intention of his own wording, 
and of the revised form finally adopted. 

Referring to the Guatemalan amendment, he stated that the Committee 
must face the fact that it might be many years before a formal peace was 
established in Palestine. One of the possibilities, however, was that condi¬ 
tions of stability might be re-established in fact without any agreement on 
the terms of a formal peace and his delegation considered that as soon as 
such reasonable stability had been restored in Palestine, the problem of the 
return of those unfortunate people should be given urgent consideration. 69 

This meant that it was hoped that the armistice agreements then being 
negotiated might turn out to be effective enough (“one of the possibili¬ 
ties”) that Israel could reasonably — that is, without serious danger to 
her security — be asked to consider the repatriation of Arabs before all 
other issues were definitively settled. The Lebanese delegate signified 
his understanding of the point in saying that “it was, however, true that 
the refugees could not return in the present circumstances and would 
have to wait until the situation was more normal.” 70 And the Israeli 
representative, from his own point of view, placed the same interpre¬ 
tation upon the resolution when he appeared before the Ad Hoc Com¬ 
mittee at a later date, in connection with Israel’s application for UN 
membership. 

Similarly, the reference in the resolution of 11 December 1948 to the 
“earliest practicable date” was also a definite acknowledgement of the fact 
that the restoration of normal conditions was essential to any fruitful 
discussion on the proportion of refugees willing and able to return, as 
against those eligible for resettlement and compensation. 71 

Israel had succeeded in obtaining a wording that formally respected 
her sovereignty and her need for reasonable security, but in practice 
it did not prevent continued pressure for the immediate and virtually 
unconditional readmission of the Arab refugees. In view of the unre¬ 
solved humanitarian problem, not only the Arabs, who used selected 
phrases of paragraph 11 of Resolution 194 (III) as a polemical weapon 
against Israel, but other UN circles, too, reverted, from time to time, to 
the position of the Mediator. 

In the UN debate on Israel’s admission to membership, the Danish 
delegate pointedly asked whether Israel recognized the right to return 
as an individual right and legal claim of each refugee. 72 Without going 
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into a full legal argument, Israel maintained that the refugee problem 
was a matter that should be negotiated between the governments in¬ 
volved and included in a general peace settlement. Not only was such 
an approach in accord with the sovereign rights of the parties, but the 
only practical method to solve the problem was through collective mea¬ 
sures. 73 On this statement, Israel was admitted into the UN, but not 
without comments by delegates from Western Europe that they con¬ 
sidered Israel not to have taken a fully satisfactory attitude on the 
“outstanding issues.” 74 

Moreover, the Conciliation Commission no sooner entered upon 
its work than it expressed, in general terms, its agreement with the 
Arab premise that the Arab refugees had an absolute, individual right 
to return to their homes. 75 This attitude was altered when the Commis¬ 
sion encountered Israel's resistance, based not only on authoritative 
interpretations of the Commission's terms of reference but on the un¬ 
doubted objective conditions that made wholesale repatriation of Arab 
refugees dangerous to Israel and of dubious advantage to the refugees 
themselves. Nevertheless, the impossibility of carrying out in any large 
measure the mandate to facilitate the return of refugees “wishing to 
live at peace with their neighbours'' was taken by the Commission, as 
well as by public opinion, as a quasi-legal claim still outstanding in 
favor of the Arabs against Israel. 

The tactics adopted by the Arabs were designed to derive the great¬ 
est possible political advantage from the humanitarian and quasi-legal 
claims of the refugees. They were even better equipped to pursue such 
a course than the Zionists had been when the cases were reversed, for, 
unlike the Zionists, the Arab states could not be influenced toward po¬ 
litical moderation by concessions on humanitarian issues. Relying on 
the monolithic support of the refugees themselves, they consistently 
opposed and successfully prevented the application of any method, 
other than repatriation to Israel, which might take substantial numbers 
out of the camps — this, in spite of the provisions in paragraph 11 of 
Resolution 194 (III) and in succeeding UN resolutions for the “re¬ 
settlement” of refugees, and in spite of the increasing pressure from 
UN quarters to recognize that repatriation became less suited to the 
interests of the refugees with each passing year. 76 By rejecting any 
method which would solve the humanitarian problem of the refugees 
without achieving Arab political aims in regard to Palestine, the Arab 
states kept the humanitarian pressure upon Israel at a high pitch. 

They sought also to press a legal point by interpreting paragraph 11 
of Resolution 194 (III) as establishing an absolute right of return and 
a sole method — repatriation — for the solution of the refugee prob- 
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lem. To be sure, there was a certain difficulty in using this resolution 
as an argument against the position adopted by Israel: it involved iso¬ 
lating paragraph 11 from the whole context of the resolution, which 
was an effort to reach a general peace settlement between Israel and 
the Arab states. Hence, Egypt attempted in December 1950 to obtain 
a new resolution establishing a separate agency specifically instructed 
to repatriate the Arab refugees and to administer the payment of 
compensation to those who did not wish to return. These instructions 
were not only to be carried out without reference to the other objectives 
of the Conciliation Commission created by Resolution 194 (III); they 
were also to be imposed on Israel under threat of sanctions by the Secur¬ 
ity Council. Israel, for its part, offered a draft resolution calling upon 
the parties in conflict to enter into direct negotiations for peace between 
them, treating the refugee problem as an urgent matter in their dis¬ 
cussions. The Egyptian draft had no hope of passing and was eventually 
withdrawn, as was Israel’s draft; and the resolution adopted added noth¬ 
ing of substance to Resolution 194 (III). 77 Failing to obtain a resolu¬ 
tion which would plainly recognize their contention that repatriation 
was an absolute right unrelated to peace, the Arabs then interpreted 
paragraph 11 of Resolution 194 (III) — originally opposed by them— 
as having precisely this meaning. 

The political purpose and significance of these tactics was quite 
clear. The Arabs wished above all else to avoid recognizing the legiti¬ 
mate existence of Israel. By keeping the refugees in camps on Israel’s 
borders and by refusing all invitations to discuss a general peace settle¬ 
ment unless Israel accepted in advance a position on the refugee ques¬ 
tion which meant, in effect, agreeing to repatriate any and all refugees 
unconditionally, the Arabs reduced the political possibilities to alter¬ 
natives either of which would suit their purpose. If Israel should take 
the suicidal alternative of unconditional mass repatriation, it might 
easily destroy itself thereby. If it refused, the Arabs could refuse to 
move from the armistice agreements to a peace settlement. And the 
"technical state of war” which was maintained under the cloak of the 
armistice might perhaps, in more gradual attrition of Israel, eventually 
produce an opportunity for the destruction of the hated state. 


The question of the boundaries of Israel was another issue which, 
intimately tied up with the refugee question, served like the latter to 
place Israel under political and quasi-legal pressures and to restrict the 
possibilities of dealing with the Palestine question. The abortive efforts 
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of the Mediator were based, as we have mentioned, on the assumption 
that the existing military positions of the parties might induce them 
to accept the new boundaries he proposed. Similarly, the military po¬ 
sitions won by Israel determined the demarcation lines of the four 
armistice treaties of 1949. These frontiers, however, were described as 
determined by the needs of a durable military truce, and it was indi¬ 
cated that a subsequent peace settlement would establish perma¬ 
nent political boundaries. The Conciliation Commission set up under 
Resolution 194 (III) was to facilitate such a settlement between Israel 
and the Arab states; while it was also to facilitate the solution by those 
states of the refugee problem through the various methods specified in 
the resolution: by repatriation of Arabs willing to live at peace in Pal¬ 
estine when stable conditions made repatriation practicable; or by re¬ 
settlement with compensation, where compensation was due, for those 
who chose not to return; or, in any case, by rehabilitating the refugees 
through measures of relief and reemployment. 

The initial difficulty encountered by the Commission was to bring 
about a meeting between the parties for consideration of all the issues 
referred to in its terms of reference. In the Israeli view, part of the 
Commission’s difficulty arose from the difference between the procedure 
it adopted and the procedure successfully applied in the armistice 
negotiations. 78 Under the patiently insistent guidance of Dr. Ralph 
Bunche, Israel had met separately with each of its antagonists in dis¬ 
cussions that sooner or later became direct. The Conciliation Com¬ 
mission began by accepting, or even facilitating, the separate presenta¬ 
tion of demands before it by the Arabs as a solid bloc, which in the 
Israeli view placed a premium upon intransigence and stifled at the 
outset any inclinations to be moderate that one or another state might 
evince. Suspicion in Israel of a tendency to appeasement on the part of 
the Commission — two members of which, France and Turkey, had 
not recognized Israel at the outset — was not lessened by the kind of 
reception the Commission gave to the initial Arab demands, nor by the 
nature of those demands. Israel had grounds for expecting that, just 
as the Acting Mediator did not consider it a question for discussion or 
compromise whether or not there should be negotiations for an armis¬ 
tice, so the Conciliation Commission would not consider it a question 
for discussion or compromise whether or not a full peace settlement, 
including the question of boundaries as well as of refugees, should be 
negotiated. But the Commission began by discussing with the Arabs 
on what conditions they would agree to negotiate anything more than 
the repatriation of refugees; and won their consent to discuss the 
boundary issues too only by a statement of its own endorsing, as an 
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isolated principle though in general terms, the right of the refugees to 
return to the territory controlled by Israel. 79 

The actual negotiations began — though only through separate meet¬ 
ings between the Commission and Israel and the Commission and the 
Arab bloc — when Israel, despite its distrust of the procedures adopted, 
undertook to give the refugee problem top priority, and the Arabs 
undertook to discuss boundaries and other issues without waiting for 
the conclusion of the discussion on refugees. They foundered, how¬ 
ever, on the rock of Arab refusal to advance to direct discussion of 
the points at issue through mixed Arab-Jewish committees under UN 
chairmanship, except on one condition: that Israel accept in advance 
the virtually unconditional right to return, and that the mixed com¬ 
mittees concern themselves solely with carrying out first this and sub¬ 
sequently other predetermined principles in detail. 80 

On the question of the refugees the Commission adopted the pro¬ 
cedure of asking each state to estimate how many refugees it was 
prepared to accept as a contribution toward a solution; and, on the 
question of boundaries, it obtained agreement to take the UN parti¬ 
tion map as a basis of discussion, with the two opposed parties to 
indicate what revisions they thought were necessary. 81 The two topics 
were closely tied together in the proposals made both by Israel and 
the Arab states. 

The first specific Arab proposal was not that all Arab refugees 
should return immediately to their homes. They proposed the return 
only of those Arabs who had lived in territory not assigned to Israel 
in the original partition; and, of course, the eventual withdrawal of 
Israel from such territory. Moreover, in order to make possible the 
resettlement of the remaining Arab refugees on Arab soil, the Arab 
states proposed that Israel give up the Negev in the south and East¬ 
ern Galilee in the north — Western Galilee having already been claimed 
as Arab under the original partition. 82 Such proposals departed con¬ 
siderably from the bare principle that the refugees must be returned 
to their homes, since they claimed territorial concessions from Israel 
in order that Arab refugees might be resettled in new homes on 
Arab soil in preference to repatriation to their old homes on soil that 
would remain Jewish. But if, as the Arabs proposed, Israel were re¬ 
duced to a tiny coastal strip between the Haifa and Tel Aviv areas, 
with Jaffa an Arab enclave and Haifa a free and open city, this would 
achieve the main political aims of the Arabs as effectively as the return 
of a mass of hostile Arabs to Israel. If the new Arab plan were ac¬ 
cepted, the Jewish state would be unable to solve the problem of the 
Jews and thereby grow in strength. It would be confined to a narrow, 
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untenable area that would place it entirely at the mercy of the Arabs, 
and it could then be disposed of at the next opportunity. 

The Jews, for their part, considered both the refugee and the 
boundary question in the light of their own security needs in the situ¬ 
ation created by the undeclared war that had followed the partition 
resolution. At the same time, they had to take into account the outside 
political pressures upon them, particularly when exerted by a country 
like America upon whose aid, in various forms, Israel so largely de¬ 
pended. Since they felt that appeasement of the Arabs was a more 
important factor determining Western policy than concern for the 
security and Zionist functions of Israel — and since the Conciliation 
Commission, made up of American, French, and Turkish representa¬ 
tives, reflected Western policy — the Israelis sought to avoid Western 
pressure by demanding direct negotiations with the Arabs. Direct 
negotiations however, were firmly refused by the Arabs, and the 
negotiations through the Conciliation Commission became a method 
which, in the Israeli view, helped the Arabs to extort concessions 
dangerous to Israel’s security while at the same time avoiding any 
discussion of peace. 83 

The Israeli view had been that the repatriation of refugees to the 
territory of the Jewish state should be considered part of over-all peace 
negotiations and take place, under procedures and conditions com¬ 
patible with Israel’s sovereignty, upon the conclusion of peace. The 
UN resolution had not fully accepted this view but had proposed that 
repatriation, as one of the specified solutions of the Arab refugee 
problem, be facilitated by the Conciliation Commission, the same body 
that was to help the Jews and Arabs make peace; and that it was to 
begin as soon as relations between the Jews and Arabs were normal 
enough for the readmission of Arabs to Israel to be safe, even though 
formal peace treaties might not yet have been concluded. The Con¬ 
ciliation Commission, while stressing at all times that it had a mandate 
to deal with the refugee question in connection with all outstanding 
issues, seemed to the Israelis to retreat well below the requirements 
of its mandate in relation to the Arab states and go well beyond 
them in relation to Israel. As we have noted, it began with a statement 
that singled out repatriation from the other solutions of the refugee 
problem — especially resettlement — and it continued to imply that 
paragraph 11 of Resolution 194 (III) created a legal right to return 
to Israel enjoyed by all Arab refugees individually. Apart from the 
legal argument, however, the commission members, and the diplo¬ 
matic officers of the Western powers, took the view that it would create 
an atmosphere favorable to peace negotiations if Israel made immedi- 
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ate concessions on the refugee question. It was clear that failure to 
make such concessions would not only invite condemnation by the 
Western public for callousness on a humanitarian issue, but would 
be regarded by Western diplomats and by the Conciliation Commis¬ 
sion as obstructing a peace settlement. Under these pressures, Israel 
agreed not only to discuss the refugee question, through the Con¬ 
ciliation Commission or directly in mixed committees, before any 
other issues of the peace settlement were taken up, but to readmit 
immediately substantial numbers of refugees in order to alleviate the 
problem and create a suitable atmosphere for peace negotiations. 

The first offer made by Israel, following insistent suggestions from 
United States and Conciliation Commission quarters, was based on 
the assumption that the readmission of Arab refugees could be treated 
as a solely humanitarian problem, not as a tactical means for under¬ 
mining Israel's security. To solve a humanitarian and a security prob¬ 
lem at one and the same time, Israel undertook to accept the quarter 
of a million Arab refugees in the Gaza strip if this area were included 
in the Jewish state. 84 After the rejection of this offer, Israel undertook 
to admit a specified number of Arab refugees immediately into the 
territory it already controlled. The following were the terms of the 
offer: 

The Israel representative informed the Commission on 3 August 1949 
that his Government was prepared to make its contribution to the solution 
of the refugee problem. This contribution would be limited by considerations 
affecting the security and the economy of the State. Thus, the refugees 
would be settled in areas where they would not come in contact with pos¬ 
sible enemies of Israel; moreover, the Government of Israel reserved the 
right to resettle the repatriated refugees in specific locations, in order to 
ensure that their reinstallation would fit into the general plan of Israel’s 
economic development. Subject to these conditions, the Government of 
Israel would be prepared to accept the return to Israel, in its present limits, 
of 100,000 Arab refugees beyond the total Arab population existing at the 
end of the hostilities (including those who had already returned), thus 
increasing the total number of that population to a maximum of 250,000. 
This repatriation would form part of a general plan for resettlement of 
refugees which would be established by a special organ to be created for 
the purpose by the United Nations. 85 

As to the boundary question, Israel's proposals were based on 
the requirements for a viable Jewish state which, unlike the state 
contemplated in the partition resolution, would have to be strategically 
defensible against its neighbors and would not be bound to them in an 
economic union. In battle and in the armistice negotiations, Israel had 
achieved, and the Arabs had been forced to accept under treaty, a 
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boundary demarcation that gave minimum assurance of viability, both 
strategic and economic, and allowed Israel a minimal scope for the 
development required by its Zionist purposes. Israel proposed that 
these boundaries be confirmed in the final peace settlement, subject 
to revisions of mutual interest to Jews and Arabs, which were best 
determined by direct negotiation between the parties. Among such 
adjustments, specifically proposed at various times, were the inclu¬ 
sion of the Gaza strip in Israel — by which the most intractable part 
of the refugee problem would be solved, and both Israel and Egypt 
would gain in security — and the revision of the armistice line with 
Jordan to reunite (Arab) villages with their agricultural lands. 86 

The Conciliation Commission, in one of its later reports, spoke 
of three stages in its unsuccessful attempts to settle the issues between 
Israel and the Arab states: first, it failed as a simple intermediary, 
second, as a conciliator, and third, as a mediator between the two 
parties. 87 At the several stages, the Commission made comments which, 
in diplomatic style, assigned what it considered proportionate shares 
of the blame for its failure to the Israelis and to the Arabs. 

Thus, when Israel stated that it would admit 100,000 Arab refugees 
within its existing frontiers, the Commission labelled this an unsatis¬ 
factory statement. In its Progress Report for 1951, the Commission 
blamed the Israelis for noncompliance with paragraph 11 of Resolu¬ 
tion 194 (III), through rejecting repatriation, 88 and the Arabs for non- 
compliance with paragraph 5, through rejecting a peace settlement. 
In spite of agreeing to discuss all issues, not merely the refugee ques¬ 
tion, the Arabs, the Commission implied, were using their demand for 
Israel's prior agreement to repatriation as an excuse for evading full 
compliance with the UN's resolution calling for peace negotiations. 89 

On the boundary issue, the Commission, toward the end of its 
Lausanne conference in 1949, made a statement declaring the positions 
taken by both parties to be unsatisfactory. 90 The reasoning behind this 
conclusion is not given in the official report, but it may be assumed that 
the Commission took the partition lines of the original UN resolution 
to be not only a basis for discussion, as both parties had agreed to do, 
but ascribed to it some validity on grounds of both law and equity. 
This, of course, had not been the position taken by UN quarters 
when Count Bernadotte proposed to settle the Palestine issue in terms 
of boundaries based on the existing military status quo, or on a pru¬ 
dential discounting of the military prospects of the parties, and when 
the British piloted resolutions through the Security Council seeking 
to force Israel back to cease-fire lines unrelated to the partition bound¬ 
aries. Nor could the needs for strategically viable borders, which had 
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been deliberately ignored by the partition resolution, have entered 
into whatever calculation of the equities the Commission may have 
made. In any case, the Israeli position, taking its departure not from 
the original partition but from the armistice lines, and the Arab po¬ 
sition, leaving Israel only one of the three sections of the Jewish State 
under the original partition, were now both considered excessive. 

Failing to bring Jews and Arabs together in mixed committees, the 
Commission in 1950 abandoned its efforts to make peace between 
the Jews and Arabs in Geneva, reopening them on a new basis and 
under new conditions in Paris in 1951. The Lausanne-Geneva cycle 
of negotiations had begun before the armistice negotiations were 
concluded and, even afterwards, had been continued on the assump¬ 
tion by the Commission that the armistice would speedily be replaced 
by a peace settlement. But it was now understood that the armistice 
must be considered far more seriously as the status quo upon which 
to build toward peace. As for the Israelis and the Arabs, their appre¬ 
ciation of the new circumstances had advanced considerably farther 
than that of the Commission. The Arab blockade against Israel dem¬ 
onstrated that the status quo of the armistice agreements could, in 
fact, be used for the continuation of the undeclared war, without major 
hostilities, under the guise of a technical state of war. The issue had 
only recently been considered by the Egyptian-Israeli Mixed Armistice 
Commission and the Security Council, and despite the objection of 
both bodies and a Security Council determination that Egypt could 
not legitimately assert belligerent rights to bar Israeli shipping from 
the Suez Canal, Egypt persisted in its policy. 91 Thus, at a time when 
the Commission hoped to build a permanent peace upon the structure 
of the armistice agreements, the Arabs came into the conference de¬ 
termined to continue using the status quo of the armistice as a basis 
for belligerency and the Israelis came to insist, as a matter of priority, 
upon the abandonment of Arab belligerency. 

At Paris, the Conciliation Commission appeared in the role of a 
mediator between the two parties and initiated the discussions by 
presenting its own proposals. In adopting this role it acceded to the 
demand made by the Arab states following the Lausanne Conference. 
But the Commission proposals did not, as the Arabs might have hoped, 
present the boundaries of the UN partition resolution or the right of 
Arab refugees to be repatriated as virtual decisions of the UN which 
Israel must accept in order to be entitled to obtain peace. Instead, 
the Commission assumed that the armistice agreements constituted 
the only more or less solid legal basis determining the relations be- 
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tween Jews and Arabs and proposed to begin with this and build 
cautiously. It suggested, by way of preamble, that both parties initiate 
the conference by committing themselves to use only pacific procedures 
to settle the disputes between them. It then proposed five specific 
measures: first, the mutual cancellation of war damages claims; sec¬ 
ond, “that the Government of Israel agree to the repatriation of a speci¬ 
fied number of refugees in categories which can be integrated into 
the economy of the State of Israel and who wish to return and live 
in peace with their neighbours”; third, that the Government of Israel 
undertake to pay in compensation a global sum based on UN evalua¬ 
tion of the refugees' assets; fourth, that there be a mutual release 
of blocked bank accounts; and fifth, that, instead of attempting a final 
peace settlement, progress be made by revising or amending the 
armistice agreement, including territorial adjustments — especially 
with reference to demilitarized zones — the creation of an international 
water authority for the development of Jordan and Yarmuk water re¬ 
sources, border regulations to facilitate access to Holy Places, and 
joint health and contraband controls at the frontiers. 92 

The Arab reaction to the Commission's efforts to mediate was 
emphatic. They saw no need to commit themselves to pacific pro¬ 
cedures in beginning the conference, but simply made reference to 
the armistice agreements. In this way, they upheld the Egyptian claim 
to belligerent rights under the armistice. They also rejected em¬ 
phatically the recognition of any conditions upon the absolute right 
of repatriation. They now referred to the UN partition resolution and 
the map initialled by the parties at Lausanne, not as a basis for dis¬ 
cussion but as having established the boundaries to which Israel must 
be confined. 93 

Israel, welcoming the Commission's call for a statement that none 
but pacific procedures would be used, not only issued the requested 
statement but proposed to give it the status of a formal nonaggression 
pact. The Commission rejected the latter proposal as premature and 
excessive. The Israelis for their part strongly objected to the Com¬ 
mission's decision — that the Arabs' refusal to commit themselves to 
strictly pacific procedures was a satisfactory basis for going on with 
the conference. As for the other points, while accepting some fully 
or partly and rejecting others, Israel altered the position it had taken 
at Lausanne and would no longer commit itself to readmit a speci¬ 
fied number of Arab refugees. 94 That proposal had been accepted a 
year before by Israel on the Commission's argument that to make 
such a gesture might produce an atmosphere conducive to a peace 
settlement. Its cool reception by both the Arabs and the Commission 



406 ZIONISM & INTERNATIONAL COMMUNITY 

was a disillusioning experience with regard to the effect of such gestures. 
Moreover, the Israelis saw no need to defend themselves at the Paris 
meeting against a possible charge that they were hampering con¬ 
ciliation by their unbending views. The attitude adopted by the Arabs 
on the issue of belligerency would make it difficult to blame the Jews 
for the lack of a conciliatory atmosphere at the Conference. In any 
case, with the passage of time the objective case against repatriation, 
in view of the rapidly changing conditions in the places where Arabs 
once had lived in Israeli territory, had grown continually stronger. 

The Commission brought the Paris Conference to a close and, 
with it, its attempts to make peace, having exhausted the possibilities 
of its roles as intermediator, conciliator, and mediator. Its report to 
the UN placed upon both Israel and the Arabs the onus of being un¬ 
willing to comply fully with the UN resolutions which were intended 
to solve the outstanding issues between them. 95 

This reference to the UN resolutions was relied on by the Arabs 
in raising as an agenda item for the Seventh Session of the UN General 
Assembly the complete failure reported by the Conciliation Commis¬ 
sion. 96 At this session the Arabs developed in full their new case 
against Israel, based on the contention that the boundary lines set out 
in Resolution 181 (II) and the reference to the “right to return” in 
Resolution 194 (III) were legal requirements towards which Israel 
stood in defiance. 

This Arab argument did not succeed in gaining the approval of 
the UN consensus. The Israeli rebuttal of it was even more successful 
in the General Assembly than it had been with the members of the 
Conciliation Commission. In the discussion Arab delegates were asked 
to define and specify what they meant by the UN resolutions which 
Israel was required to respect. As the French delegate (and Chairman 
of the Conciliation Commission), M. Pierre Ordonneau, pointed out, 
“there were a great many resolutions, some of them contradictory, and 
for practical reasons it was impossible to carry them completely into 
effect.” 97 In reply to a direct question on the same point, an Arab 
delegate classified all the fifty-odd resolutions adopted to that time 
and rejected everything as irrelevant except the boundaries set 
out in Resolution 181 (II) and the phrase referring to a “right to re¬ 
turn” in paragraph 11 of Resolution 194 (III). 98 The conclusion of 
his questioner, Mr. David Johnson of Canada (who also put the 
same question to the Israeli delegate), was the following: 

Mr. Eban had been quite right in taking the view that the Canadian 
representative had not been interrogating him on certain particular resolu¬ 
tions. . . . Mr. Eban had . . . made it clear that, . . . the principal ob- 
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jectives of the United Nations in the Palestine question were to be kept in 
mind in the proposed negotiations. That reply disposed of the charge that 
it was the intention of one of the parties to brush aside all United Nations 
resolutions. Discussions in the Committee had made it clear that one party 
had narrowed down its attention to two particular General Assembly 
resolutions, while the other had agreed that the principal objectives of the 
United Nations were to be borne in mind in the negotiations." 

The development of the debate took a turn very far from the in¬ 
tentions of those who had initiated it. How much support had been 
gained for the Israeli view that peace — to which every UN member 
was committed by the fact of membership — must be sought by direct 
negotiation in terms of existing conditions, was shown by such state¬ 
ments as M. Ordonneau’s: 

[the parties] must . . . refrain from attempting to bind themselves in 
advance by recommendations of the General Assembly. His delegation was 
concerned at the insistence with which some representatives sought to 
confine the proposed negotiations to the framework of the General Assembly 
resolutions. If the delegations which took the view sought to prevent the 
parties from departing from the decisions of the General Assembly, even in 
cases where they agreed to do so, and wished to lay down that no negotia¬ 
tions were possible except on the basis of the General Assembly resolutions, 
they were advocating a course which would lead nowhere. Negotiations in 
which the parties could not compromise on any point ceased to be 
negotiations. 100 

This point of view was reflected in a resolution submitted by eight 
powers which — like the resolution adopted at the preceding session 
of the General Assembly but in more positive terms — declared that 
“the Governments concerned have the primary responsibility for 
reaching a settlement of their outstanding differences,” 101 This un¬ 
expected outcome so disturbed the Arabs that they sought unsuc¬ 
cessfully to withdraw the item, originally proposed by them, in order 
to forestall action. 

However, not only the Arabs but also Catholic countries were 
interested in pinning Israel down to a particular arrangement included 
in one or another earlier UN resolution adopted under different cir¬ 
cumstances, before they would take so unexceptionable a step as 
voting for peace negotiations. The Ad Hoc Committee, in order to 
meet their demands, had included a general injunction that, in ne¬ 
gotiating peace, the parties should bear in mind “the resolutions as 
well as the principal objectives of the United Nations on the Pales¬ 
tine question, including the religious interests of third parties.” This 
phrasing was not fully satisfactory to such a country as Mexico, which 
consequently abstained in the Ad Hoc Committee voting. 102 Only 
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after the draft resolution was adopted by the Ad Hoc Committee was 
the full force of Catholic pressure brought to bear. A Philippine 
amendment was introduced for consideration in the plenary meetings, 
seeking to bind the proposed peace negotiations to previous UN reso¬ 
lutions, “and, in particular, [to] the principle of the internationaliza¬ 
tion of Jerusalem.” This amendment, like a similar proposal two years 
earlier, failed to secure the necessary two-thirds vote for passage. On 
the other hand, by insisting on it the Catholic countries gave the 
Arab states the margin they needed to prevent a renewed two-thirds 
vote in favor of the principle that it was the primary responsibility of 
the parties in conflict to negotiate peace between them. 103 

So ended the major efforts of the Conciliation Commission and of 
the United Nations as a whole to make peace in Palestine. A chapter 
had closed from which Israel drew its own conclusions. It became 
clear that Israel could rely neither on the UN consensus nor on the 
major powers to uphold consistently, let alone enforce, what the 
Israeli consensus felt to be the minimum essentials for its security and 
viability, and, least of all, its ability to carry out its Zionist functions. 
Special interests of individual nations or blocs of nations in the UN — 
the religious interests of Catholic countries, the political and religious 
interests of Moslem countries, and the strategic interests of the major 
powers, East and West — might override the motives of humanitarian- 
ism and conscience which had created a UN consensus in favor of 
founding a Jewish state. Moreover, the successful establishment of 
Israel had lightened the weight of guilt in regard to the Jews which 
had affected the attitudes of Christian countries in relation to Zion¬ 
ism, while the simultaneous creation of an Arab refugee mass had 
established a new humanitarian pressure which bore against Israel. 
On the other hand, there was another set of pertinent factors in the 
situation upon which, as experience had shown, Israel could more 
confidently rely. Political realism, which accounted Israel as “expend¬ 
able” in many calculations of global strategy, now also had to recog¬ 
nize Israel as a hard and stubborn fact in local strategies of the Mid¬ 
dle East. The will to sovereignty of Palestinian Jewry was a major 
factor which had forced the partition resolution, in the first place; 
and the assertion of sovereign will had maintained Israel's existence 
and its control over the minimum essentials for security, viability, and 
the ability to carry out Zionist functions in the face of war by the 
Arab states and political pressures by Western states, both directly 
and through the UN. 

In the period that followed, Israel learned that in the limbo be¬ 
tween war and peace, between security and destruction, where it re- 
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sided under the armistice argreements, sovereignty was still its most 
reliable weapon — but also the most dangerous weapon in the arsenal 
of its enemies. 


IV 

Each of the four Israel-Arab armistice agreements declared ex¬ 
plicitly in its preamble that it was designed to implement the Security 
Council resolution of November 16, 1948, and that the parties had 
entered into the agreement in response to that resolution. 104 The agree¬ 
ments, then, represented acts of compliance with the Security Coun¬ 
cil's resolution, which called upon Israel and the Arab states to ne¬ 
gotiate these treaties “as a further provisional measure under Article 
40 of the Charter of the United Nations.” Article 40 of the Charter 
authorizes the Security Council, before applying punitive measures in 
case of a threat to the peace, “to call upon the parties concerned to 
comply with . . . provisional measures” in order “to prevent an ag¬ 
gravation of the situation.” If the provisional measures called for — 
namely, the negotiation of the armistice — had not been complied with, 
the Security Council was obliged under Article 40 to “duly take ac¬ 
count of failure to comply”; or, in other words, the Security Council, 
having determined the existence of a threat to the peace in Palestine 
and having unsuccessfully called upon the parties to comply with pro¬ 
visional measures to prevent the aggravation of the situation, would 
then consider the drastic action provided in Articles 41 and 42, under 
Chapter VII of the UN Charter. 105 

The armistice agreements were not only made at the behest, or 
under the menace, of the UN and negotiated with the assistance of 
the Acting UN Mediator, but they provided for the use of UN of¬ 
ficials and good offices in many respects. The regulation of incidents 
affecting the agreements took place through Mixed Armistice Com¬ 
missions, each presided over by a UN official wielding the decisive 
vote. In the demilitarized zones set up in some of the armistice treat¬ 
ies, the UN chairman of the Mixed Armistice Commission was given 
certain powers. The UN Secretary General in 1957 appointed a spe¬ 
cial officer to help adjust the situation in regard to the demilitarized 
zones in the Jerusalem area. 106 An additional measure taken by the 
Secretary General in 1956 sought to strengthen the legal position of 
the UN in regard to the armistice agreements. After an outbreak of 
fighting on the Israeli-Egyptian armistice lines, Mr. Hammarskjold 
negotiated an exchange of letters in which Israel and the neighboring 
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Arab states respectively committed themselves to the UN to give a 
special status to the cease-fire provisions of the armistice treaties. 107 

Despite the imposing extent of UN involvement, the legal force of 
the armistice treaties derived not from UN pronouncements but from 
the fact that they represented contracts between sovereign states. 108 On 
the other hand, the involvement of the UN was of sufficient significance 
to make possible substantial restrictions on the exercise of sovereignty 
by the parties to the armistice, on those occasions when the UN 
chose to intervene. Such intervention has more than once been effec¬ 
tive against sovereign acts of Israel. But neither the UN nor the major 
powers who claim prerogatives of a similar order have been willing 
or able to guarantee Israel its security, viability, and ability to carry 
out its Zionist functions. In the name of these objects, Israel has ac¬ 
cordingly continued to rely, in the case of critical issues, upon the as¬ 
sertion of its sovereign rights, even in the face of UN or great power 
opposition. 

In all the armistice agreements there are certain provisions that 
are given a special and quite unusual status. While all other clauses of 
the treaties could be “suspended” by mutual consent of the parties, 
these were to remain in force, even if both parties should agree to 
their “suspension,” until replaced by a peace treaty. The provisions in 
question read as follows, in the case of the Israeli-Jordanian agreement 
(Articles I and II in the Egyptian treaty): 

Article I 

With a view to promoting the return of permanent peace in Palestine 
and in recognition of the importance in this regard of mutual assurances 
concerning the future military operations of the Parties, the following 
principles, which shall be fully observed by both Parties during the armistice, 
are hereby affirmed: 

(1) The injunction of the Security Council against resort to military 
force in the settlement of the Palestine question shall henceforth be 
scrupulously respected. 

(2) No aggressive action by the armed forces — land, sea or air — of 
either Party shall be undertaken, planned or threatened against the people 
or the armed forces of the other; it being understood that the use of the 
term “planned” in this context has no bearing on normal staff planning as 
generally practised in military organisations. 

(3) The right of each Party to its security and freedom from fear of 
attack by the armed forces of the other shall be fully respected. 

(4) The establishment of an armistice between the armed forces of 
the two Parties is accepted as an indispensable step toward the liquidation 
of armed conflict and the restoration of peace in Palestine. 
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Article III 

(1) In pursuance of the foregoing principles and of the resolution of 
the Security Council of 16 November 1948, a general armistice between 
the armed forces of the two Parties — land, sea and air — is hereby 
established. 

(2) No element of the land, sea or air military or para-military forces 
of either Party, including non-regular forces, shall commit any warlike or 
hostile act against the military or para-military forces of the other Party, 
or against civilians in territory under control of that Party; or shall advance 
beyond or pass over for any purpose whatsoever the Armistice Demarcation 
Lines set forth in . . . this Agreement; or enter into or pass through the 
air space of the other Party. 

(3) No warlike act or act of hostility shall be conducted from territory 
controlled by one of the Parties to this agreement against the other Party. 109 

In the view of an Israeli commentator, 110 the above articles of the 
armistice established a permanent cease-fire along agreed frontiers, 
together with a nonagression pact of unlimited duration. They also 
committed the parties to a transition from a state of open war, left 
behind by the conclusion of the armistice, to the “return of permanent 
peace” which the armistice was to promote. All these commitments the 
parties were not free to renounce even by mutual consent. 

Under the Hague Convention of 1907, in an armistice of limited 
duration either party was entitled to reply to a serious violation by the 
other by denouncing the treaty and even “in case of urgency, . . . 
recommencing hostilities immediately.” If an armistice had no defi¬ 
nite term, it was perhaps less secure, for either party was entitled 
to resume military operations simply by warning the enemy within 
an agreed time. 111 The Israeli-Arab armistice treaties were, thus, quite 
unusual in their unalterable provisions. The permanence attributed 
to them, together with the reference to the Security Council's resolu¬ 
tion of November 16, 1948 which they contain, imply a kind of sur¬ 
render of sovereign rights by Israel and the Arab states to the realm 
of international law. 

On the other hand, in agreeing to abide by a cease-fire, abstain from 
aggression, and move through the armistice to peace, none of these 
states, obviously, renounced the right to self-defense. Article 51 of the 
UN Charter specifically refers to the inherent right of self-defense 
which may be exercised by Members in case of armed attack, until 
the UN is able to act in order to maintain international peace and 
security. 112 What the Israeli-Arab armistice agreements added to 
Article 51 of the Charter was, in effect, to set up fairly elaborate pro¬ 
visions by which the UN could concern itself continuously, until the 
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conclusion of peace, with the security situation along the Israeli-Arab 
frontiers. This led to two developments, not always in harmony with 
each other. Since United Nations offices were perpetually involved 
in settling one or another question regarded as involving the security 
of the parties, any failure on its part — or anything so considered by 
one of the parties — continually suggested the alternative of a resort 
to the right of self-defense. On the other hand, whenever a party exer¬ 
cised its right to protect itself against threats against its security which 
were not effectively controlled under the armistice, it might be the 
occasion of immediate reaction in the UN. The net effect of these two 
circumstances, and of the policies adopted by Israel and the Arab 
states, was to nullify many of the provisions of the armistice treaties. 
The UN then tried to replace them by various ad hoc arrangements 
whereby it attempted at least to prevent, as far as possible, the resump¬ 
tion of full-scale war. Such arrangements were far more political than 
legal in their effect. Thus, in spite of the provisions of the Israeli-Arab 
armistices which seem to make exceptional concessions to the realm 
of international law, the actual development has been from a relatively 
secure legal situation of contract between the parties towards an in¬ 
secure political control of the situation under ad hoc arrangements 
improvised by the UN. 

This course of events was favored by the deliberate policy of the 
Arab states. Their agreement to the armistice treaties did not signify 
acceptance of the existence of Israel as an irreversible or legitimate 
fact. To seek the destruction of a sovereign state is not, of course, a 
policy which can be carried out with the direct sanction of the inter¬ 
national legal order. The Arab states signed the armistices because 
the military situation forced them to submit to a legal arrangement. 
But they continued to proclaim that, when able to do so, they would 
have recourse to arms again, in a "second round,” in order to destroy 
Israel. Their acceptance of the international legal order of the armis¬ 
tice was, then, a temporary measure which they expected would end 
in the destruction of Israel by arms or other methods. Nor did they 
feel obliged, in the period before the second round of hostilities, to 
leave Israel at peace. While accepting the protection afforded by the 
armistice treaties, they not only evaded the provisions of their con¬ 
tracts in international law which sought to promote peace; they also 
used the armistice and the UN provisions and machinery themselves 
in order to weaken Israel. 

Israeli policy, on the other hand, was concerned initially to stress 
the legal validity of the armistice. Those treaties had two great virtues 
in the eyes of Israel: first, they created a status quo which seemed not 
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only realistic but healing, for it included commitments to seek peace 
as well as boundaries conforming more or less to the strategic reali¬ 
ties of the situation; and second, they were built upon the principle 
of direct, bilateral negotiation between the parties. However, as in 
the case of other UN principles Israel had accepted, the armistice 
agreements were regarded as an integral whole, all elements of which 
had to be respected if it were to be maintained. The Arab nullifica¬ 
tion of major portions of the agreements and the tendency for the 
remaining portions, interpreted by the Arabs in accordance with their 
own purposes, to be made an occasion to interpose the UN between 
the parties were resisted by Israel with little success. But the irritation 
of Israel and its consequent resort to the exercise of sovereign rights 
in defense of its security effectively demonstrated that, in departing 
from a basis of bilateral contract, the armistice agreements were being 
reduced to dead letters. 

Among the unalterable provisions of the armistice agreements, 
as Israel saw it, were a definite renunciation of all varieties of war and 
aggressive intentions between Israel and the Arabs and an unequivocal 
commitment to negotiate peace. This was, in general, also the interpre¬ 
tation favored by the UN consensus but by no means the interpretation 
accepted by the Arab states. However, UN acceptance of the Israeli 
interpretation on this point was not made effective by any action. 
This had a fateful consequence: the failure to enforce the obligation 
to seek peace undermined respect for other unalterable obligations 
under the treaties — in particular, the cease-fire. 

Although the Arab states had refused to consider themselves at war 
when they invaded Palestine on May 15, 1948, since they denied that 
Israel was a sovereign state and claimed they were merely engaged 
in a police action against terrorist bands at the request of the Pales¬ 
tinian Arabs, they resorted, after signing the armistice, to the argument 
that there was a technical state of war between them and Israel. 113 
Accordingly, they claimed certain rights of belligerency and conducted 
a cold war of boycott, blockade, and blacklisting against Israel and 
many of those who traded with Israel. These measures, enforceable 
by Arab military and police forces, 114 were accompanied by openly 
proclaimed plans for military reorganization looking towards a second 
round of hostilities in which Israel would be wiped out. In the Israeli 
view, all these activities were clear violations of the fundamental 
armistice provisions that the ‘return of permanent peace” was to be 
promoted, that “no aggressive action by the armed forces ... of 
either Party shall be undertaken, planned, or threatened against the 
people or the armed forces of the other,” and that “the right of each 
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Party to its security and freedom from fear of attack” should be re¬ 
spected. Appealing to these clauses, the Israelis brought a protest 
against the Egyptian blockade of the Suez Canal before the Egyptian- 
Israeli Mixed Armistice Commission. This complaint was adjudged 
to be justified in substance, but action on it was regarded as beyond 
the competence of the Commission, for lack of proof that armed force 
had been employed in the blockade. 115 On its appeal to the Security 
Council, Israel won a decision that Egypt had no belligerent rights 
during the period of the armistice; and an order was issued on Sep¬ 
tember 1, 1951, for the removal of the ban on Israeli traffic in the 
Suez Canal. 116 The order was ignored by Egypt, and no action by the 
Security Council followed. When further incidents, involving the use 
of armed force in the blockade, caused Israel to complain again to 
the Security Council in 1954, its political position had grown even 
weaker, since the USSR had begun to exploit Arab nationalism as a 
means for intervening in the Middle East. Egypt’s assertion of bel¬ 
ligerent rights against Israel could now not even be condemned by 
the Security Council, for the resolution to this effect was vetoed by 
the Soviet Union. 117 

While Israel found that the mixed armistice commissions (and, for 
that matter, the Security Council) were ineffective in preventing vio¬ 
lations of the armistice by aggressive and hostile acts behind the fron¬ 
tiers on the Arab side, it soon discovered that Arab states were able 
to employ the UN machinery under the armistice agreements in order 
to interfere with peaceful acts behind the frontiers on the Israeli side. 
To achieve this purpose, the Arab states — particularly Syria — made 
use of the provisions establishing certain demilitarized and ‘neutral” 
zones along the armistice demarcation lines. 

The first such zones were established in the Jerusalem area. The 
religious interests and philanthropic institutions concentrated there, to¬ 
gether with the presence of the consular and truce headquarters, did 
not spare the Holy City fierce fighting, but certain attempts to mitigate 
the conflict were made. An agreement to demilitarize the Hebrew 
University and Hadassah Hospital area on Mount Scopus brought 
an early cease-fire for this point, and on November 30, 1948, a stable 
cease-fire for the whole Jerusalem front was established by agreeing 
on truce lines which placed a continuous “No-Man s Land” between 
the two forces. These lines were then incorporated into the Israeli- 
Jordanian armistice agreement. In the remaining portions of the Israel- 
Jordan armistice demarcation line, it was not thought necessary to 
establish demilitarized zones. An agreement to maintain troops in de- 
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fensive strength only in the vicinity of the demarcation lines was con¬ 
sidered a sufficient precaution. 118 

Nor was it thought necessary to do more than make a similar 
agreement in the case of the Israel-Lebanon armistice treaty. On this 
front, there had been active hostilities during the autumn of 1948, and 
Israel had carried its military drive beyond the international frontier, 
after destroying all opposition. Israel then carried out a unilateral 
withdrawal behind the international frontier, which became the 
armistice demarcation line. 119 The political rather than military sig¬ 
nificance of this arrangement was obvious, since there was no question 
of disengaging fighting forces in this case. 

Disengagement of forces was an important consideration in the 
Israeli-Egyptian armistice. The autumn campaigns had carried Is¬ 
raeli forces over the international frontier and left Egyptian units 
surrounded on the Palestine side. The threat of British action under 
the Anglo-Egyptian treaty of defense, which applied, of course, to 
the territory defined by the international frontier, had forced Israel’s 
withdrawal behind that line, but the problem of Egyptian troops en¬ 
circled or endangered on the other side remained. Israel agreed to 
Egyptian occupation of the Gaza strip with its large refugee popula¬ 
tion, but Egypt — for reasons which were probably political as well as 
strategic — wanted more. To accept the international frontier as a de¬ 
marcation line would be a public admission of defeat and an omen 
of a final peace settlement on the same line. Also at Auja on the inter¬ 
national frontier was a strategic crossroads from which attacks could 
be mounted by either side against the other. If Israel occupied it, 
the position of Egyptian forces in Gaza was threatened, while if Egypt 
occupied it together with the position in Gaza, a new attack on Israel 
would be facilitated. The solution of the problem was the agreement 
to make the international frontier the demarcation line from Eilat in 
the south to the Gaza strip, but to demilitarize Auja in Israel, while 
imposing severe restrictions on military activity on a similar area on 
the Egyptian side facing Auja. 120 

The last armistice to be signed, after long and tedious negotiations, 
was the armistice with Syria. In this area, after the initial Syrian pene¬ 
trations had been contained and some inconclusive fighting occurred 
in July, both sides remained inactive. Accordingly, Syrian troops re¬ 
mained on the Palestine side of the international frontier. The Israelis 
demanded a Syrian withdrawal behind their frontier, just as they them¬ 
selves had withdrawn unilaterally from Lebanese territory. The 
Syrians resisted stubbornly, but faced with the possibility of a con¬ 
centrated Israeli attack upon them alone, ultimately agreed. However, 
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here again demilitarized zones were established, chiefly in the areas 
evacuated by the Syrians. 121 

It appears, then, that the major function of the establishment of 
demilitarized zones in the armistice agreements was to secure certain 
withdrawals behind the international frontier. For Israel, this meant 
marking out the area in which it asserted its national sovereignty; 
and just as it withdrew from Egyptian and Lebanese territory beyond 
that line, it insisted that the Syrians withdraw from territory within 
it. Since the provisions of the armistice treaty could only be altered — 
if at all — by the mutual consent of the parties, the Israelis considered 
the demarcation line relatively permanent and regarded the demilitari¬ 
zation of areas along the frontier as of temporary significance. In 
the case of the Syrian armistice, the Israelis accepted the establish¬ 
ment of these zones on the express understanding that civilian develop¬ 
ment there would not be hampered. 122 

For the Arabs, on the other hand — and above all for Syria — it 
was the demarcation line along the international frontier that was con¬ 
sidered temporary, while the rules regarding the demilitarized zones 
offered a permanent opportunity to contest Israels sovereignty over 
the territory it controlled. The UN chairman of the Israeli-Syrian 
mixed armistice commission was given certain powers to supervise 
the withdrawal of troops and the correlative return of civilians, to¬ 
gether with “limited numbers of locally recruited civilian police,” to 
the demilitarized zones. 123 The Syrians relied upon these and other 
provisions of the armistice agreement in asserting the right to hamper 
civilian development of the area. This was a matter of critical im¬ 
portance, because the demilitarized zones in the north contain those 
sources of surface water upon which depended plans for intensive 
agricultural and power development affecting virtually the whole range 
of Israel’s territory. 

The period after the conclusion of the Syrian armistice was then 
marked by repeated outbreaks of fighting, when Syrian artillery 
opened fire or infantry and armored forces advanced into the demili¬ 
tarized zone to seek to prevent Israeli drainage and irrigation projects. 
The reaction of the UN to these activities was, of course, closely 
watched by the Israelis. They noted, first, what was done in response 
to the breach of the cease-fire and crossing of demarcation lines by 
the Syrians. They observed not only that nothing effective was done 
against the party which first resorted to arms, but that the Syrians 
each time obtained an advantage by their aggressiveness. The UN, 
and its major Western members, invariably yielded to the Syrians to 
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the extent of insisting, under severe pressure, that Israel temporarily 
suspend its peaceful development of the area in return for a renewal 
of the cease-fire — which, according to the armistice, had never been 
subject to suspension, even by mutual consent of the parties. 124 

The Israelis observed with care, secondly, the interpretation placed 
by the UN on the exercise of Israeli sovereignty and UN control in 
the area. That interpretation was worked out from crisis to crisis under 
pressure of the respective Syrian and Israeli positions and the varying 
attitudes of third parties, including the several UN chairmen them¬ 
selves. The Israeli position from the beginning was that the Mixed 
Armistice Commission was not granted any competence under the 
treaty to deal with the affairs of the demilitarized zone. The provisions 
regarding the UN chairman’s powers of supervision in the zone referred 
only to the withdrawal of Syrian troops and the restoration of civilian 
life. Thus, the Israelis contended that Syria had no right under the 
armistice to make complaints in regard to civilian activities in the 
demilitarized zones either in its own behalf or on behalf of the Arabs 
who lived there. 125 

Syria, on the other hand, contended, quite generally, that Israeli 
development projects were not allowed under the armistice because 
they gave Israel military advantages; and they also contended that 
they were entitled under the armistice to exercise a veto over such 
projects in behalf of either Syrian or Palestinian Arabs whose interest 
might be affected. Moreover, they argued that Israel had no sovereign 
rights in the area, and that the UN chairman had authority to disap¬ 
prove Israeli actions affecting Arab interests. 126 

The UN chairmen ruled, in the particular instances that arose, 
that no military advantages such as were forbidden by the armistice 
agreements were obtained by Israel under any of the projects. One 
chairman, General Vagn Bennike, held that he had the right, under 
the powers granted him by the armistice in regard to the civilian popu¬ 
lation, to issue cease and desist orders to Israel years after the restora¬ 
tion of normal civilian life in the demilitarized zones. He also held 
that before Israel could carry out development projects in the zones it 
must obtain Syrian agreement. The UN consensus, when the issue 
arose before it, denied Syria such a right of veto or right to complain 
to the Mixed Armistice Commission on behalf of Palestinian Arabs in 
the zone. To be more precise, a Security Council resolution indicating 
these conclusions had a large majority, but a Soviet veto led to the 
adoption of no resolution at all. However, the several UN chairmen 
maintained they had the right to bar Israel activity in the zones if 
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Arab property rights were affected. The Security Council, advised 
by Dr. Bunche that questions of sovereignty in the demilitarized 
zone had been intentionally avoided in the armistice agreement, con¬ 
fined itself to political rather than legal issues; yet its action often 
seemed to assume that sovereignty in the area had been suspended. 
Moreover, it was the UN position that the Mixed Armistice Commis¬ 
sion should itself convene in order to interpret the meaning of the 
agreement on such controverted points. 127 

Even though Israel never accepted the interpretation of the armis¬ 
tice agreements under which such UN authority was asserted and its 
own full sovereignty in all civilian spheres denied in respect to the 
demilitarized zones, it frequently bowed to the UN decision. It did so 
only in the face of severe pressure and on one occasion only because 
the United States had cut off all aid. But Israel opposed with unyield¬ 
ing firmness the view that the Mixed Armistice Commission should 
itself interpret the treaty clauses concerning the demilitarized zone. 
This, in effect, would have authorized the UN chairman to adjudicate 
the issue of Israel’s sovereignty in the zone. Israel therefore refused 
from 1951 on to attend meetings where such questions were proposed 
for the agenda. This led to the total inactivity of the Israel-Syrian 
Mixed Armistice Commission from 1960 on. 128 

The initial purpose of the armistice agreements was to establish 
and maintain a military status quo in the area of an agreed armistice 
line between Israel and her Arab neighbors. This had become essen¬ 
tial because of the breakdown of the Security Council’s efforts, even 
under the threat of the sanctions of Chapter VII of the Charter, to 
stop the war in Palestine by imposing a truce. For, despite all that 
the UN could do through its large staff of truce supervisors and the 
increasingly peremptory tone of the Security Council resolutions, the 
truce was continually punctuated with sharp outbursts of full-scale 
fighting. Considering how the opposed forces were placed during the 
truce, it is extremely difficult to imagine how anything else could have 
been expected; and, as we have seen, Count Bemadotte reported that 
only by advancing to an armistice could the situation be controlled. 

The military status quo which was established by the armistice 
agreements achieved a major improvement over the situation under 
the truce. By mutual agreement, the parties set up a continuous border 
between them, corresponding (with the exception of the Jordan 
frontier and the Gaza strip) to the international frontiers of Palestine, 
and they withdrew their respective forces behind this line. But even 
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with these improvements, it was clearly realized and implicitly stipu¬ 
lated by the parties that the armistice, like the truce before it, could 
be no more than a provisional arrangement which must lead to, and be 
replaced by, a final peace settlement. For if a development toward 
peace did not take place, then everything Count Bernadotte had said 
about the situation under the truce applied with equal force to the 
situation under the armistice. 

It is needless to recount in detail the collapse of the armistice 
agreements in the matter of maintaining peaceful borders between 
Israel and her Arab neighbors. In the first year or more of the life of 
the armistice agreements, conditions were certainly far from satis¬ 
factory, but in respect to the border situation, at least, the Chief of 
Staff of the Truce Supervision Organization, General Riley, felt able 
to express moderate satisfaction: 

I personally believe that the Mixed Armistice Commissions have outserved 
their usefulness, as far as the military portions of the Armistice Agreements 
are concerned. During the past twelve or fourteen months we have had 
three or four violations, from a military point of view, with something like 
200 complaints, which were police complaints, particularly involving the 
stealing of cattle, sheep, goats and waterpipes. ... In addition to that 
number of complaints, I would say that there were 300 or 400 complaints 
which have been solved on the spot by sub-committees . . . without the 
necessity of either side submitting a formal complaint to the Chairman. If 
the parties themselves desire to act in good faith, there is no subject that 
cannot be handled before these Mixed Armistice Commissions. I would 
suggest that these Mixed Armistice Commissions have their bases broadened 
by means of conversations or conferences between the parties themselves 
in accordance with [the pertinent clause in the several agreements]. 129 

In line with these comments, the staff of truce observers had been 
reduced from five hundred to thirty. General Riley felt, then, that it 
was incumbent upon the parties, having more or less stabilized the 
border situation, as he thought, to get on to their main obligation 
under the armistice, the approach to a final peace settlement through 
the Mixed Armistice Commissions. 

But General Riley, of course, relied upon a good faith which proved 
lacking. There was nothing the Arabs wanted less than to get on with 
the task of making a final peace settlement. Under the circumstances, 
the supposedly stabilized border situation began to deteriorate sharply 
and steadily, and, instead of the mixed armistice commissions taking 
on peace-making functions because border violations were too petty 
and few to require attention, the border situation became so grave 
and troubled that not only the commissions but the UN Chief of Staff 
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was felt to be insufficient to deal with it. The UN Security Council 
was continually called into session and the UN Secretary General was 
pressed into service to obtain the agreement of the parties to plans 
for removing the tensions resulting from recurrent incidents — and 
all this without any remarkable success. 

The tendency to discount thievery and sabotage by relatively small 
groups or "'infiltrators” was natural enough in the first year of the 
armistice, especially if it was hoped that the efforts of the mixed 
armistice commissions could be enlarged in scope and turned toward 
advancing a final peace settlement. But it soon became clear that in¬ 
filtration was an instrument of guerrilla war deliberately encouraged 
and employed. Where the Arabs wished to stop border raiding, as on 
the Lebanese frontier and, at times, the Jordan frontier, they were 
able to do so effectively. A proper respect for the armistice agreements 
would have reduced the raiding to a minor police matter indeed, for 
the treaties state that 'rules and regulations of the armed forces of 
the Parties, which prohibit civilians from crossing the fighting lines or 
entering the area between the lines, shall remain in effect after the 
signing of this Agreement with application to the Armistice Demarca¬ 
tion Line. ...” 130 The rules and regulations referred to were quite 
rigid, and more than amply effective for controlling infiltration if 
applied in good faith. But time showed that "infiltration” was often 
only another name for guerrilla bands pressed into service and trained 
for minelaying, ambushing, spying, and simple killing expeditions. 
The mixed armistice commissions proved quite ineffective against 
this kind of miniature war, and its total effect, if unchecked, threatened 
to make civilian life on Israel’s borders impossible. In the end, the 
Israelis refused to put up with this situation and began to police 
the borders on their own by retaliation raids. 131 It cannot be denied 
that these raids more often than not proved effective as regards their 
limited police objective, but they caused Israel to be censured on each 
occasion by the UN Security Council. The publicity that attended 
them underscored, as nothing else could, how close to collapse the 
armistice agreements had come. 

The armistice agreements contain a provision for the revision or 
suspension, by mutual consent, of all but their major objectives, as we 
have already noted. Moreover, 

In the absence of mutual agreement and after this Agreement has been 
in effect for one year from the date of its signing, either of the Parties may 
call upon the Secretary-General of the United Nations to convoke a con¬ 
ference of representatives of the two Parties for the purpose of reviewing, 
revising or suspending any of the provisions of this agreement other than 
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Article I and II [in the case of the Egyptian treaty; I and III in the others]. 
Participation in such conference shall be obligatory upon the Parties. 132 

These clauses were undoubtedly inserted in the hope that the 
armistice agreements would indeed pave the way for peace and 
would have to be altered in order to facilitate successive stages of 
the advance toward that goal. Eventually these clauses had to be in¬ 
voked by Israel vis-a-vis Jordan for just the opposite reason: the 
agreements were obviously in need of revision because they were un¬ 
able to prevent the steady deterioration of the situation. 

It is instructive to note the fate of Israel’s attempt to invoke this 
provision of the agreement. Secretary General Hammarskjold soon 
found himself in the position of asking the Israelis for assurances, 
which were calculated to soothe and reassure the Jordanians, that 
the demand for a conference was not an attempt to raise points look¬ 
ing toward peace, but only to discuss the arrangements for policing 
the borders. Despite these extraordinary assurances, Jordanian sus¬ 
picion persisted, and after long and fruitless negotiations the Secretary 
General abandoned his efforts to carry out the terms of the armistice. 133 
This in spite of the express statement in the treaty that 'participation in 
such conference shall be obligatory upon the Parties.” 

The final acknowledgement of the collapse of the armistice agree¬ 
ments and an attempt to salvage at least its cease-fire provisions took 
place after a pitched battle between Israelis and Egyptians at the El 
Auja demilitarized zone on the Sinai border. Following this explosion, 
Dag Hammarskjold himself made an emergency trip to the Middle 
East and renegotiated the cease-fire clause of the armistice. He obtained 
agreement from Israel and the Arab states concerned, affirmed in 
letters to the UN, that even if other provisions of the armistice were 
violated, the parties would not consider this grounds for considering 
the cease-fire invalid. However, this agreement — which, to be sure, 
did not add but detracted from the scope of the armistice treaties — 
was only secured by an elaborate procedure which made it clear that 
it was itself based on reciprocity. Each side renewed its commitment 
to the cease-fire upon assurance of simultaneous acceptance by the 
other. Thus it was obvious that even though the cease-fire — but not, 
as previously, the commitment to seek peace and avoid aggressive 
acts, plans, or threats —was independent of other provisions of the 
armistice, it was not independent but specifically dependent on the 
respect for the cease-fire observed by the other side. 134 

In other words, the armistice had not only been reduced to a cease¬ 
fire, but to a conditional cease-fire. Each side very clearly implied 
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that if the other shot, it would shoot back; that if the other crossed the 
border, it would retaliate; and that if the other threatened its security 
by major military measures, it would resort to its rights of self-defense. 
These implications were not stressed by the UN Secretary General, 
who emphasized instead the new position enjoyed by the UN in virtue 
of the fact that the new agreement was embodied in letters addressed 
to the UN Secretary General. In fact, he declared that any recourse 
had by either side to its “inherent” rights of self-defense under Article 
51 of the UN Charter was subject to approval by the UN. 135 But the 
Secretary General’s statement was without effect in preserving the 
cease-fire, for, soon after, the “second round” of the Arab-Israeli war 
broke out through the Israeli campaign into the Sinai Peninsula. This 
incident was closed by the withdrawal of Israeli troops upon the 
understanding that UN forces posted on the Sinai frontier and at 
the Red Sea would restrain Egypt from infiltration and blockade at 
those vital points. The UN now stood between the two parties to 
keep the peace, not having been able to bring them together to achieve 
it. 
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If an Israeli were to consider, some years after the creation of his 
state, how far it was established securely under the sanctions of inter¬ 
national law, he could only come to grim conclusions. Neither the arm¬ 
istice agreements nor action by the United Nations had been able to 
give Israel peace. The Arabs had been able to commit acts of patent 
hostility in defiance of their obligations. Both under the armistice 
agreements and under provisions of UN resolutions, the Arabs con¬ 
tested Israel’s sovereignty over strategically and economically vital 
parts of its territory and over aspects of its domestic policy. While 
Israel was able to assert its rights as a sovereign state effectively in 
reply to such attacks, and did so in matters of critical importance, on 
other issues it was forced by the pressure of Western powers and UN 
officials, who were anxious to conciliate the Arabs, to submit to what 
Israelis considered infringements of sovereignty. The Arabs had not 
been conciliated, however, but were pressing their campaign for the 
total destruction of Israel or for cutting it back to a non-viable condi¬ 
tion, and using both the armistice and the UN resolutions for these 
purposes. 

Against these designs, Israel relied for defense more and more 
upon the exercise of its sovereignty and less and less upon the inter¬ 
national consensus. When it assessed its position in the global power 
struggle, the picture looked even more forbidding. And here, too, 
Israel’s primary reliance had to be on its own sovereignty and will to 
survive. 

The "colonial” and Asian world, of which Israel was a member 
by location and previous condition of dependency, gave little weight 
to Israel’s right to exist. The Arab and, in general, the Moslem coun¬ 
tries denied it and fought it, or at best were willing to make terms 
with it provisionally only if Israel would accept such conditions that 
it could neither serve its Zionist purpose nor survive a second occasion 
to attack it Countries like Turkey, who early recognized Israel partly 
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out of self-interest, or Iran or India, who recognized it for lack of a 
specific hostility, were easily moved by their greater interest in their 
good relations with the Arab and Moslem world to restrict temporarily 
or never to initiate full diplomatic relations. The new African and East 
Asian excolonial areas saw Israel through the myth images neither of 
Christian Europe nor the Moslem East, but they might easily be 
persuaded to see it under the image of a Western imperialist colony. 
They showed little resistance to Arab marshalling of the Afro-Asian 
bloc against Israel except where determined Israeli efforts demonstrated 
concrete advantages in friendly relations. 1 

As for the European countries, Israel’s position in terms of their 
Realpolitik was only slightly better. The whole UN consensus, based 
on Christian Europe and its extensions overseas, had asserted Israel’s 
right to exist, but hardly any segment fully accepted Israel’s right to 
exist for the purpose to which it had autonomously dedicated itself — 
the Zionist ingathering — or to exist within boundaries and with a 
scope of sovereignty sufficient to make it viable. The Roman Catholic 
countries, hoping to make Israel bow to the internationalization of 
Jerusalem, had joined the Arab-Asian bloc in rejecting a UN resolution 
calling for direct peace negotiations. Many of these countries were 
part of the Latin American “bloc” in the UN and in the first years of 
the international organization had a certain interest in voting agree¬ 
ments with the Arabs in order to derive minor advantages from their 
balance of power position. 2 In those early years, the Soviet bloc 
remained relatively passive on the Palestine question. But after a 
while the Communist countries began to support every Arab demand 
in the UN and, in return, to enjoy the general support of many Arab 
countries, as they did, in many matters, of the Afro-Asian group as a 
whole. These new allies were ready to go along with the Arabs in 
opposition to Israel much further than the Roman Catholic-Latin 
American grouping had been. In a period when the Soviet Union 
was waging a grand campaign of threats of atomic war against all 
countries allied with the West, it issued repeated and pointed de¬ 
nunciations of Israel and its rulers, and said they were courting the 
extinction which they, indeed, deserved. 3 

The Western, mainly Protestant, European countries who were 
locked with Russia in a global struggle were the major prop upon 
which Israel’s economic viability leaned. Among them resided the 
western Christian conscience that had been successfully invoked 
from the beginning in support of Israel’s right to exist. But they, too, 
were far from recognizing Israel’s right to exist within viable frontiers 
and with a scope of sovereignty equal to that of other sovereign 
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nations and sufficient for the Zionist functions Israel was designed to 
carry out. The British had not only, in the beginning, done everything 
short of participating openly in the Israeli-Arab war in order to make 
the creation of Israel difficult. In later years they continued to support 
the excision from Israel of areas which might be of strategic impor¬ 
tance for a projected Arab military grouping in some sort of friendly 
relationship with themselves. The Americans, from whom Israel de¬ 
rived a major part of its financial support, did not hesitate to use this 
fact as a club to force Israel to comply with measures that the new 
state considered in derogation of its sovereignty. A blatant illustration 
of the limits within which some officials felt that Israel’s sovereignty 
should be confined was given in a series of speeches, and statements 
in explanation of the speeches, by Henry Byroade, Assistant Secretary 
of State, in 1954. In the face of protests not only by American Jewish 
organizations but by the Israeli Ambassador, Mr. Byroade maintained, 
while denying any intention to question Israel’s sovereign right to 
regulate immigration, that the Zionist ideology of Israel and its free 
admission of Jews were a legitimate matter of concern both to the 
Arabs and to the Western countries, and should be reconsidered by 
Israel in favor of “integration” into the (Arab) Middle East. 4 America 
also took drastic steps to enforce Israeli submission to restrictions of 
its sovereignty in the civilian development of the demilitarized zones, 
and it maintained a stiff avoidance of Israeli Jerusalem after it became 
the effective and proclaimed capital of the country. In addition, 
America from time to time expressed a vague sympathy, if not support, 
for plans to cut back Israel’s territory in vital areas; although American 
officials also suggested the inclusion of the Gaza strip in Israel on 
condition that the refugee population there be absorbed in the Jewish 
state. 5 

The most critical involvement of Israel with global politics arose, 
however, not from the varying attitudes different nations took, in line 
with their interests, to the problems represented by Israel itself and 
its claims to the conditions of a viable existence. The gravest challenges 
to Israel’s sovereign existence arose from the clash between the global 
powers, East and West, and the measures each took to strengthen its 
position in the Middle East. 


i 

In the first years of Israel’s existence, the Soviet Union was vir¬ 
tually excluded from influence in the Middle East and, apart from 
occasional gestures, maintained a relatively passive attitude toward 
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developments there. The Western powers, on the other hand, began 
very early to plan for the organization of the area under their aegis 
as a defensive bloc designed to contain Soviet expansion. After initial 
vagueness, specific plans consistently left Israel out of consideration, 
owing to Arab hostility to that country, and sought to combine Arab 
countries with other Moslem countries opposed to Russia. 6 

Western planners, whose military potential dominated the Middle 
East, did not totally ignore the Israeli-Arab problem, to be sure. 
America, Britain, and France, through their 1950 Tripartite Declaration, 
were a more effective force controlling this explosive issue than was 
any UN measure. Through this Declaration the three Western powers 
declared it their purpose to maintain a balance of armaments between 
Israel and her Arab neighbors and to oppose any aggressive action, 
from whatever side, in violation of the borders established by the 
Palestine armistice. 7 A clear legal basis upon which the Western powers 
could intervene, or indeed really undertook to intervene, existed, how¬ 
ever, only in the treaties by which Britain, with its military bases and 
forces in Egypt and Jordan, was committed to protect the borders of 
those countries against attack. During the fighting in 1948, Britain had 
let it be seen that she took seriously her rights and obligations under 
the two treaties. Israel had no similar treaty with any of the Western 
powers. Moreover, the territory of Israel — unlike Egypt, Jordan, or 
Syria — was so small that, if not adequately armed for speedy defen¬ 
sive action of its own, the country could be totally overrun and largely 
destroyed before the Tripartite agreement could become effective, 
even if it were successfully invoked in Israel's favor. Nor was the atti¬ 
tude of the Western powers on the question of Israel's borders such 
that, if it were occupied by the Arabs, Israel could hope that the 
Western powers would require a withdrawal to the original lines — 
as would certainly happen if the case were reversed — or to any boun¬ 
daries that would leave Israel a viable and not merely a nominal politi¬ 
cal unit. 

In 1953, pleading exhaustion, Ben-Gurion retired from leadership 
to a desert retreat in Sde Boker in order to reassess Israel's strategic 
position. 8 Among the signatories of the Tripartite Declaration only the 
United States, under Harry Truman, had for a time shown friendship; 
but this, too, once more became questionable in 1951-1952, when the 
Americans so readily consented to exclude Israel from their projected 
Middle East defense organization. The Republican administration in¬ 
augurated at the beginning of the year had indicated special interest 
in removing Arab suspicions of American partiality to Israel. Israel's 
relations with Eastern Europe were severely troubled in 1952 by the 
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Slansky trial in Prague, by that late flare-up of Stalinist anti-Semitism, 
the alleged “doctors’ plot” in Moscow, and by Russia’s temporary 
severance of diplomatic relations with Israel following a bombing 
attempt on the Soviet Embassy in Tel Aviv. Moreover, one could 
already see the omens of a new Russian anti-Israel stand on UN issues 
when the Communist countries joined with the Muslim-Catholic oppo¬ 
sition on December 18, 1952, to block a resolution favoring direct 
peace talks between Israel and the Arab states. There was thus ample 
evidence that international moral and political support for Israel’s 
threatened existence was waning and new defense measures had to 
be taken. 9 

Yet if any major power had been interested in diverting Israel 
policy from a military to a diplomatic focus, the rise to Prime Minister 
of a veteran diplomat, Moshe Sharett (Shertok, 1894-1965), seemed 
to offer just such an opportunity. But the actual course of events 
strongly suggests that no one thought such a change sufficiently im¬ 
portant to be worth encouraging. The Jewish state did not count 
enough to be wooed, as did Egypt. It was apparently thought better 
to keep Israel in line by occasional applications of pressure. Precisely 
in the year and a half of Sharett’s ministry, international (not exclud¬ 
ing Western) pressures against Israel rose to a point of clear and 
present danger. 

The new revolutionary regime in Egypt, welcomed at first in Israel 
as elsewhere, turned not to peace but to heightened belligerency, 
repeatedly tightening the Suez and Tiran Straits blockade against 
Israel’s commerce. The Israelis examined the traces and effects of 
Arab terrorist attacks and concluded that units sent from Gaza and 
Jordan showed growing signs of military training and organization. 
Now, also, the Soviet veto was applied against Security Council reso¬ 
lutions seeking to restrain Syria or Egypt from belligerent acts in 
violation of the armistice agreement. The UN was thus effectively 
precluded from responding to any Israeli appeals; but it continued 
with mounting emphasis to condemn the reprisals Israel resorted to, 
under its sovereign right of self-defense, in order to contain and deter 
the sabotage and terror campaign. Britain was negotiating its with¬ 
drawal from the Suez Canal without stipulating for Egyptian guaran¬ 
tees of freedom of passage for Israel’s commerce. As for the United 
States, it began to rearm Iraq, as its contribution to Dulles’ “northern 
tier” defense strategy. America was also prepared to negotiate terms 
for selling arms to Egypt which, of course, together with Jordan, had 
long-standing arms supply arrangements with the British. In contrast 
Israel’s urgent applications for a balancing arms supply were con- 
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sistently rejected or evaded. The result was a sharp decline in popular 
support for the Sharett government in Israel. 10 

Reprisals continued to be taken by Israeli forces, acting on their 
established doctrine of border defense. But with the departure of 
Ben-Gurion, who had served as both Prime Minister and Minister of 
Defense, smooth working relations in the defense establishment and 
with other government offices were badly disrupted. Ben-Gurion was 
called back as Defense Minister in February 1955, in order to repair 
the damage, and returned as Prime Minister in November after the 
election of Israel’s third Knesset. Although his return was welcomed 
by the public, it did not save his party from a painful setback at the 
polls or prevent a marked rise in relative strength of Herut, the mili¬ 
tant Revisionist opposition party. As Ben-Gurion saw it, not only 
the public but Israel’s increasingly constricted strategic situation de¬ 
manded a different policy from Sharett’s. Instead of a defense policy 
restrained by diplomacy, he demanded diplomacy subordinated to 
and supporting a consistent Israeli policy of strength. In June 1956 
Sharett’s departure from the Foreign Ministry signalized the definite 
Israeli acceptance of this line of policy. 11 

In Egypt, where Colonel Nasser was exploiting his unfolding 
opportunities with bold initiative, Ben-Gurion’s return did not pro¬ 
duce greater caution. However, if Nasser’s later comments may be 
relied on, the coincidence of Ben-Gurion’s reappearance as Defense 
Minister with a major Israeli reprisal raid against Egyptian forces 
in Gaza brought home the urgent need for military preparedness. 
In April 1955, at the Bandung Conference, the Egyptian ruler set out 
in earnest on his dazzling new adventure as a neutralist leader of the 
“third world.” He entertained with interest Chou En-lai’s suggestion 
that the Russians might sell him more arms, more cheaply, than the 
Americans, and without irritating restrictions on their use. In Sep¬ 
tember, Nasser startled the world by confirming publicly his arms 
deal with the Soviets (through the nominal agency of Czechoslo¬ 
vakia), the first of a series of rapid maneuvers that culminated in the 
nationalization of the Suez Canal in July 1956. With that step the fat 
was in the fire: Nasser had added to his determined foes France and 
Britain, along with Israel. 12 

Upon the conclusion of the Soviet-Egyptian arms deal the align¬ 
ment of military forces progressed rapidly to the point of imminent 
explosion. In September 1955, Egypt tightened the blockade of the 
Tiran Straits, extending it to air traffic. In November, the Egyptians 
were driven from their encroachment on the El Auja demilitarized 
zone in a pitched battle. Following this, Israeli intelligence observed 
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with interest a redeployment of Egyptian troops in Sinai to forward 
positions where they threatened attack on Israel — but were also ex¬ 
posed to encirclement. When, as was soon expected, Britain finally 
withdrew troops from the Canal Zone, Egypt’s invasion road would 
be unimpeded, but Israel, too, could strike without an intervening 
barrier of British troops. The mounting pressure of Arab raids from 
Jordan and Gaza deep into Israel was now virtually acknowledged 
as an Egyptian-sponsored project, amid open boasting of the feats of 
the fedayin. Hammarskjold’s renegotiated cease fire in April 1956 
was followed by stepped-up fedayin raids. 

The disparity in armaments remained unchanged. Eden responded 
to this situation with proposals that Israel cede land to the Arabs. A 
modest breakthrough in regard to Western arms for Israel, through 
agreement for French and Canadian supplies of fighter planes, oc¬ 
curred only in the beginning of 1956. Even then Dulles advised Israel 
to seek its security in the UN rather than by arming itself. 13 The 
Western powers still concentrated on wooing Egypt with discussions 
of arms sales and loans for the proposed Aswan Dam. But by the spring 
of 1956, Egyptian tactics had irritated Dulles to the point of ter¬ 
minating these negotiations. Nasser then replied by the seizure of the 
Suez Canal. 

By September, Israel staff officers were alerted to the possibility 
of a regional war upon receiving information of a Franco-British deci¬ 
sion to retake the canal by force. Accelerated pilot training programs 
were introduced in order to absorb speedily the increased delivery 
of jet aircraft. As for Arab military planning, it went forward quite 
publicly. English-sponsored plans to post Iraqi troops in Jordan pro¬ 
duced a disconcerting result after a bitter parliamentary election cam¬ 
paign in October: Jordan now decided to join a joint Egyptian-Syrian 
military command. By this time Israeli plans to wipe out the fedayin 
in Gaza and end the blockade in the Tiran Straits had been coordi¬ 
nated with the French and, rather distantly and distrustfully, with 
the British. 

On October 29, the five-day war began. 14 

The Israeli attack on Egyptian army concentrations and raiders’ 
bases threatening its borders was the occasion for an Anglo-French 
move to seize the Suez Canal. The differences in the military methods 
and results of the two campaigns are familiar and need not detain 
us. What should be noted, however, are the differences in the avowed 
objectives of the two campaigns and in the spirit in which the Israeli 
public, on the one hand, as compared with the French and British 
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publics, on the other, received the announcement of the actions taken 
and the consequences which were then incurred. 

The Israelis did not, of course, go through any such formal pro¬ 
cedure as Mr. Hammarskjold had virtually suggested in order to obtain 
advance approval from the Security Council for declaring the armis¬ 
tice with Egypt inoperative and asserting their rights to self-defense 
under Article 51 of the UN Charter. The Sinai operation was kept 
a close secret not only from the outside world but from members 
of the government as well as the public of Israel until the last possible 
moment in order to ensure its success. But no one was left in any 
doubt as to the grounds on which Israel asserted its rights of self- 
defense and the real reasons why it resorted to them. In launching 
its offensive Israel indicated that the Armistice with Egypt had died 
because of its ineffectiveness, and that the Jews intended to defend 
their security by destroying the military threat which Egypt had 
assembled against them in Sinai and in Gaza. 15 

The French and British, on the other hand — in particular, the 
latter — did not say they were acting against the Egyptians at all or 
in self-defense against the threat to their security inherent in the 
nationalization of the Suez Canal. They claimed that they were acting 
under the Tripartite Declaration, and that their intervention was a 
response not to the internationalization of the canal but to the Israeli 
campaign into Sinai. It was a legal attitude which not only betrayed 
its unreality to the most superficial observer but recoiled against the 
Anglo-French planners with disastrous effect. For, the third party to 
the Tripartite Declaration, the United States, came out in flat opposi¬ 
tion to the Franco-British intervention, as to the Israeli offensive 
which had served as its pretext. 16 

While the nature and intensity of the public response to the 
collapse of the Suez campaign and to the repercussions in the UN 
differed in France and Britain, in neither country did the government 
enjoy the solid support of the public. Such solidarity as was displayed 
quite often came as a reaction of resentment against the United States 
for turning against its allies. But the direct response to the govern¬ 
ment’s policy, in both cases, was critical and antagonistic, on balance. 
This was true both in the first phase, of Anglo-French intervention, 
and in the second phase, of Anglo-French withdrawal under UN pres¬ 
sure. In Israel, on the other hand, the government enjoyed the solid 
support of the public, which showed enthusiasm for the successes of 
the military offensive and high morale and confidence in the govern¬ 
ment in its slow, negotiated withdrawal in the face of UN pressure. 
Of all the governments which attacked Egypt in the fall of 1956, only 
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the Israeli government emerged from the crisis and its aftermath 
strengthened rather than weakened in its hold on the popular con¬ 
sensus. 17 

The Israelis, moreover, held their ground in the face of UN 
pressure longer and with more conviction than the British or the 
French, and consequently at much greater risk of penalties both 
through international action and the unilateral action of one or another 
great power. The British and French suffered severe penalties — as 
did the rest of Western Europe — through the blockage of the Suez 
Canal, but America did nothing to add to their difficulties. Indeed, it 
sought to ease them by arranging for alternative supplies of oil. 
Against Israel — as against Egypt for its earlier offenses — the United 
States took financial measures by blocking funds at once. Russia for 
its part cancelled the shipments of oil by which it paid for its large- 
scale purchases of Israelian citrus fruits. The insistence by Israel that 
its withdrawal behind its frontiers must not result in a restoration of 
the status quo ante , and its demand for new and effective assurances 
of security before it would comply with the UN order to retire, led 
the American Secretary of State to threaten that the sanctions provided 
in the UN Charter would be imposed. The outcry against this state¬ 
ment in the United States, leading to a softening of the American 
attitude, helped no less to end the crisis than did Israel’s decision to 
withdraw on the basis not of “guarantees” but of “assumptions” that 
its frontiers would be kept at peace and its gateway to the Red Sea 
kept open by UN action. 18 

It was noted as a mark of confidence in its leaders that the Israeli 
public accepted quietly the final decision to withdraw from Sinai and 
from the Gaza strip. The obvious implication is that the Israeli public 
was believed ready to face the imposition of sanctions which would 
have threatened the shaky Israeli economy with collapse and con¬ 
fronted the Israeli public with an austerity regime that might bring 
the whole country as close to the starvation level as Jerusalem had 
been during the siege of 1948. The policy the Israel government 
followed, until a compromise between its own position and the posi¬ 
tion of leading UN powers broke the crisis at the last minute, was 
possible only because it could count on the solid support of the 
Israelian consensus. The people was ready to back the government to 
the point of all-or-nothing risks in which Israel would withstand not 
only the Arab and Moslem world, or the ruthless Soviet bloc, but even 
the invocation of extreme sanctions against it by Western powers 
through the UN — closing a circle of worldwide hostility to the Jewish 
state. 
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ii 

If boundaries were the measure, Israel emerged from the 1956 
Sinai campaign no better off than before it. As Jordan, Syria, and 
Lebanon were not involved, relations remained as difficult (or, in the 
case of Lebanon, as smooth) as before. Under pressure, Israeli troops 
had withdrawn behind the old Israeli-Egyptian armistice demarcation 
line. In Gaza, Israel’s expectations regarding the "understandings” 
and “assumptions” of its withdrawal were speedily disregarded. Egyp¬ 
tian military and civil personnel were rushed in when Israel left in¬ 
stead of the UN administrators who were to have been installed, 
pending a peace settlement. After this object leson, Israel firmly re¬ 
sisted a repetition at the more strategic location of Sharm el-Sheikh, 
which commands the Tiran Straits entrance to the Gulf of Akaba. 
Ben-Gurion refused to be satisfied with American promises to “exer¬ 
cise the right of free passage” through the Straits and “to join with 
others to secure general recognition of this right”; nor was he content 
with President Eisenhowers public statement of assurance: 

We should not assume that, if Israel withdraws, Egypt will prevent Israel 
shipping from using the Suez Canal or the Gulf of Aqaba. If, unhappily, 
Egypt does hereafter violate the Armistice Agreement or other international 
obligations, then this should be dealt with firmly by the society of nations. 

Israel waited until, late in March, Hammarskjold obtained Nassers 
tacit agreement to have a contingent of the UN Emergency Force 
posted in Sharm el-Sheikh. In this matter, Israel relied on a privately 
recorded interpretation by Secretary General Hammarskjold that an 
Egyptian order to remove the UN force before the “completion of 
[its] tasks” would entail an immediate referral of the question to the 
General Assembly. 19 

In spite of a clear diplomatic defeat, Israel then enjoyed ten years 
undisturbed by the border belligerency of its major and most danger¬ 
ous foe, Egypt. The Negev, along the Sinai-Gaza frontier, was quiet, 
busy with civilian development. The continuing Suez blockade could 
be ignored because traffic flowed freely to and from Akaba. While the 
UN Emergency Force was sketchily represented by troops in Gaza 
and Sharm el-Sheikh and by a light patrol along the Negev-Sinai line, 
no one — certainly not Israel — considered the Emergency Force a 
major factor in securing the border peace. Its chief function was to 
give the Egyptians an excuse for not reopening hostilities at a time 
when they felt unprepared. Israeli analysts explained this restraint 
in terms of the strategic calculations of Egypt herself and, above all, 
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those of the major world powers. On such grounds they, in common 
with most expert commentators in the West, expected the Israeli- 
Egyptian conflict to remain a relatively stable form of the cold war, 
Middle Eastern style. 20 

The global cold war during this period increasingly spread in the 
Eastern Mediterranean even at times of developing detente in other 
matters. As a result of this, and also of a chain of political upheavals 
in the neighboring countries which Israel's victory provoked in 1956, 
as in 1948, the Arab world began to divide along lines of cleavage re¬ 
lated to the global power struggle. In these circumstances Israel, openly 
written off as a liability and a class enemy by Russia by 1952 but having 
proven its substantial strategic significance in the Sinai campaign, 
began to figure more seriously in Western calculations. 

The special Franco-Israeli understanding initiated by the 1956 
war was fostered by both sides, even after De Gaulle began in the 
1960's to reestablish the French position among the Arabs. During 
the 1958 crisis which was touched off by the union between Syria and 
Egypt (and, remotely, Yemen) and exploded in the Iraqi coup and 
Lebanese rebellion, Britain and the United States relied on tacit 
Israeli cooperation in restoring stability to their spheres of concern 
and interest in Jordan and Lebanon. A moderate arms supply to Israel, 
paralleled by efforts to strengthen the defensive capacity of the West¬ 
ern-oriented Arab states, Jordan and Saudi Arabia, became part of 
American policy. 21 

After 1956 it was clear that to allow Israel to be driven to the 
point of desperation simply meant tempting the embattled nation to 
take desperate measures. A limited arms supply to Israel recommended 
itself as a prudent balancing operation, in view of the lavish, politi¬ 
cally motivated Soviet rearming of the left-leaning Arabs. It might 
permit the Israelis to observe growing Arab strength in relative calm, 
and give their Western suppliers levers of influence wherewith to 
enforce patience on the military planners in Tel Aviv. Also, if Israel’s 
strength were known to be keeping pace with Arab rearmament, at 
least in quality, this in turn might inhibit the Arab chiefs from rash 
revanchist adventures. 

All this assumed a tacit agreement by the Russians to follow a 
similar policy vis-a-vis their clients in Cairo and Damascus. To anxious 
and impatient demands from Jerusalem for more or better supplies, 
Washington might reply that Israel was better prepared than it pre¬ 
tended to meet the Arab threat, and, in any case, its best ultimate 
defense was the Sixth Fleet stationed in the Mediterranean. Russia, 
for its part, could contribute to avoidance of a greater power clash by 
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cautioning the Egyptians and Syrians not to suppose they were ready 
to risk actions that Israel would be bound to view as a casus belli. 22 

Israel might not agree with the Western analyses offered in justi¬ 
fication when its applications to buy arms were rejected. It did, how¬ 
ever, accept the prevailing view that Russia, on the whole, was a 
cautious and restraining influence in Egypt, and did not intend to be 
involved in a major clash. Notwithstanding Bulganins brutal threats 
in 1956, the Israelis assumed that Russia was not interested in liquidat¬ 
ing the Jewish state. It was a generally accepted theory that Moscow 
considered Israel's existence, and Arab resentment of it, to be valu¬ 
able assets in its campaign to penetrate West Asian and African areas. 
For this reason among others, Israeli strategists believed in the spring 
of 1967 that Egypt would continue to avoid acts that would predict¬ 
ably lead to war. 23 

Leftist Syria from the beginning was the one element of high un¬ 
certainty in such calculations; and in the end it confounded them com¬ 
pletely. Syria demanded immediate, unconditional militancy against 
Israel, particularly from the Egyptians. Entrenched on heights over¬ 
looking the Israelian border, it launched continual bombardments and 
pinprick raids upon the exposed Jewish farmers, fishermen, and mili¬ 
tary posts below. 

At this point Israeli reprisals, which followed on a mounting scale, 
could no longer be planned within the confines of a purely local strat¬ 
egy. Syria provided at Latakia one of the intended bases for the fleet 
Russia was concentrating in the Mediterranean to challenge the Ameri¬ 
cans. The Baathist regime, turning increasingly leftist, was regarded by 
the Russians as a near-socialist fraternal party and thus implicitly taken 
under the wing of Soviet protection. 

Long before the Czechoslovak crisis of 1968, which produced the 
formal statement of a Soviet-style Monroe Doctrine, guaranteeing to 
maintain by force approved regimes in the “Socialist Commonwealth,” 
Israel was given to understand that pressures likely to collapse the 
unstable Damascus government would not be tolerated. Israeli re¬ 
prisals against persistent Syrian provocations were interpreted as part 
of an imperialist scheme to roll back the proletarian revolution: an 
interpretation echoed, among others, by Marshal Tito. In October 
1966, following a series of incidents on the Syrian frontier, Russia 
adopted a tactic that it used repeatedly thereafter. Refusing to listen 
to Israeli denials, or to UN confirmations that the charges were un¬ 
founded, Soviet sources reported nonexistent troop concentrations 
against Syria and warned of an allegedly imminent Israeli invasion. 
In November, after a raid from the Jordan side, Israel reacted swiftly 
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and massively with an attack on the Jordanian village of Samua. There 
seemed to be an implied message for the Russians: Israel's counter¬ 
attacks were not part of the cold-war strategy of any global power, 
but independent acts of self-defense. They were applied no less swiftly 
and forcefully against clients of Washington, when they threatened 
Israel's security, than against Moscow's clients. On the other hand, 
Israeli leaders thereafter intimated on several occasions that they 
would hardly regret it if the Baathist regime were to fall, and they 
obviously had no intention of withholding the penalty of reprisals in 
order to prop up Damascus. 24 

By the spring of 1967, it appeared that Russia felt it urgently neces¬ 
sary to save the Syrians from the consequences of their own policy. A 
Russian mission to Cairo at the end of March probably produced agree¬ 
ment to activate the mutual defense pact concluded in November 1966 
between Syria and Egypt and thus transfer the responsibility for con¬ 
fronting Israel to Egypt. In May, for the third time in less than a year, 
Russia again made unfounded charges of Israeli mobilization against 
Syria. But this time a loudly publicized, open Egyptian troop mobiliza¬ 
tion took place, while calm descended on the Israel-Syrian lines. 25 

What happened then, according to most observers of the incredible 
scene, was not part of a strategic scenario favored by Moscow. For 
several years, Nasser had been observing the puzzling behavior of an 
Israeli government no longer headed by Ben-Gurion. Now, when 
pushed into a corner by Russia and his Arab allies, he decided to 
gamble — and for big stakes. He peremptorily ordered the UN Emer¬ 
gency Force to leave Sinai and Gaza, posted his troops in offensive 
positions in Sinai, and then, have occupied Sharm el-Sheikh, he de¬ 
clared the Tiran Straits blockaded. These acts deliberately produced 
the conditions long known to be regarded by Israel as a casus belli. 
Openly referring to this, Nasser invited Israel to fight; in which case, 
he promised his exultant subjects, he would proceed to wipe out the 
Jewish state. 26 

In all the subsequent developments, which have been the subject 
of much controversy among analysts, one thing at any rate was imme¬ 
diately clear: those “understandings" and “assumptions" upon which 
Israel finally withdrew its troops from Sinai and Gaza were quite 
valueless and virtually without effect. 

The shield of the UN Emergency Force was removed at Nasser's 
instant demand. Hammarskjold's interpretation of his agreement with 
Nasser (which, UN circles noted, was not contained in their official 
files) was not applied by U Thant in order to delay the impending 
bloodshed. Of the nations supplying troops to the Emergency Force, 
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India and Yugoslavia, who provided half the strength as well as the 
Indian UNEF commander, were plainly determined to comply imme¬ 
diately with Nasser’s orders, whether or not the question were referred 
to the General Assembly. As for the American undertaking to exercise 
the right of free passage in the Tiran Straits, or to have the matter 
"dealt with firmly by the society of nations,” it was handled in a dila¬ 
tory way that looked very much like Dulles’ maneuvers of 1956, fol¬ 
lowing the nationalization of the Suez Canal. The Israeli public, at 
any rate, regarded it as a mere device to evade by diplomatic verbiage 
the need to take any action at all. Nor did Israeli leaders see how 
any steps belatedly taken on this issue could remove the threats being 
mounted on the land frontiers against the Jewish state. By this time 
the French attitude was a new danger. De Gaulle vied with Moscow 
in seeking a solution of the crisis by the global powers, including, of 
course, himself. Such a procedure would necessarily begin by freezing 
a status quo defined by Nasser’s newly established stranglehold on 
Israel’s lifelines. 27 

The conflict was now truly irrepressible — unless Israel had been 
inclined to suicidal meekness. The Israeli public’s sense of extreme 
peril (shared by spectators the world over, as they witnessed with rapt 
concern the impending possible obliteration of a second major Jewish 
community within a single generation) now produced a drastic internal 
political change. On May 30, King Hussein had suddenly flown to 
Cairo and signed a mutual defense pact with Egypt; on the next day 
Iraqi troops had moved into Jordan; and meanwhile the Egyptians 
steadily advanced their border positions. Taut with the suspense of 
their own mobilization and fretful at the dubious course of diplomatic 
delay, the Israelis applied party pressure and organized demonstra¬ 
tions in order to force the majority coalition to expand to a broadly 
national government. They also compelled the recall of Moshe Dayan 
(1915- ), the victorious leader of 1956, who was now named 

Minister of Defense. On June 4, Iraq too joined the Egyptian-Syrian- 
Jordanian military compact. But on June 5 Israel began the six-day 
offensive that nullified all such Arab preparations on each of its em¬ 
battled frontiers. 28 

This was a war fought under far different circumstances from the 
1956 campaign. Israel now fought alone. The Arabs, on the other hand, 
fought together: Egypt, Syria, and (in spite of persistent Israeli over¬ 
tures urging Hussein to stay out and thus preserve his realm) Jordan 
all were fully and directly engaged, while Iraqi troops, too, took a 
hand in the fighting. In one of the more comic interludes of the swift 
conflict, a much publicized Algerian airborne contingent failed to 
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appear while there was still a war. The total defeat of all the Arab 
states, taken together, by Israel, completely on its own — a repetition 
of the 1948 struggle — was so violent a blow to the legends by which 
those regimes lived that, as is notorious, stories of American airstrikes 
were put about by Nasser and Hussein in order to explain it away. 
But even those defenses against reality had to be abandoned: the 
Arabs were compelled to withdraw these accusations in the face of 
stiff and indignant American reactions. 

It appeared that Israel now held the position from which, since 
the 1930’s, its leaders had assumed the Arabs might be brought to 
make peace with a viable Jewish state. Now, if never before, it should 
be obvious that Israel was a fact too firmly established for the Arabs 
to eliminate or overthrow. But the Arabs still had a reserve weapon: 
their overwhelming advantage in the diplomatic battles that must 
follow. Israelis were all too aware of this fact. They awaited with 
grim anticipation the coming struggle. 

Apart from the decisiveness of their tactical victory, the Israelis 
had a further advantage, gained in the war, which they meant to use 
in the bargaining. They now held territory which totally altered the 
strategic position. Israeli towns and villages formerly exposed to attack 
across the border were now, with the exception of a small bloc at the 
northwest frontier of Jordan, protected by broad buffer zones under 
Israeli control. Damascus, Amman, and even Cairo, on the other hand, 
were now within striking distance of Israeli forces on the Golan heights, 
the Jordan river, and the Suez Canal. Israel at once indicated its will¬ 
ingness to trade back portions of these military gains for peace treaties 
directly negotiated with the Arabs which would establish new, perma¬ 
nent, and secure political boundaries between the several neighboring 
states. 

The UN debate started with an Israelian success of a negative 
sort. The only action which could be taken, after several efforts both 
in the Security Council and the General Assembly, was the unanimous 
adoption of a British-sponsored compromise resolution by the Security 
Council on November 22, 1967. 29 This provided in deliberately vague 
terms for the following: 

i) Withdrawal of Israeli forces from territories of recent conflict; 

ii) Termination of all claims or states of belligerency and respect for and 
acknowledgment of the sovereignty, territorial integrity, and political 
independence of every state in the area and their right to live in peace 
within secure and recognized boundaries, free from threats of acts 
of force. 

A special representative was to be designated by the Secretary General 



438 


ZIONISM & INTERNATIONAL COMMUNITY 


“to establish and maintain contacts with the states concerned in order 
to promote agreement and assist efforts to achieve a peaceful and 
accepted settlement.” 

A Swedish diplomat, Gunnar Jarring, was named UN special rep¬ 
resentative and began a series of contacts with Israel and with Jordan 
and Egypt; Syria and Iraq had rejected the UN resolution as well as 
the special representative designated under its terms. It was imme¬ 
diately obvious that a struggle would ensue over the meaning of the 
UN resolution which served as Jarring's terms of reference. Israel 
read it to mean endorsement of their long-standing demand for direct 
negotiations leading to peace treaties with the Arabs, whereupon 
Israel would be ready to withdraw from “territories of recent con¬ 
flict” to “secure and recognized boundaries.” The Arabs read it as 
meaning first and foremost the “withdrawal of Israeli forces from [all 
the] territories of recent conflict”; upon which they would be prepared 
to renounce “claims of belligerency” and even, perhaps, respect Israel's 
existence “within secure and recognized boundaries.” But under a 
position defined at a conference in Khartoum, they would not recog¬ 
nize Israel's legitimacy, sign peace treaties, or negotiate directly with 
the Jewish state. They took the Security Council resolution to repre¬ 
sent a decision defining terms which must be imposed forcibly upon 
the parties by the major powers, and not merely a decision in favor 
of “efforts to achieve a peaceful and accepted settlement.” 

No one in Israel was under any illusion about the way in which 
the true meaning of the UN resolution would, in the end, be determined. 
Preponderant power, not intrinsic meaning, would decide whether the 
Arab or Israeli interpretation would prevail. Since 1952, the Israeli 
insistence on direct peace talks with the Arabs, hardly an extravagant 
demand between fellow members of an international peace-seeking 
body, had been treated as an impracticable, extremist position. When¬ 
ever advanced by Israel it was immediately discounted — among others, 
by the American UN mission — as a mere bargaining move. 30 

The Arab demand, as a minimum initial step, for total, uncondi¬ 
tional Israeli withdrawal from all territories it had gained in 1967 
and for “no recognition, no negotiation, and no peace treaty” but only 
a declaration of nonbelligerency by the Arabs, was never treated by 
the powers as quite so unreasonable as they appeared to find the 
demand for direct talks between the foes. There was not enough sup¬ 
port for the Arab position to gain it a two-thirds majority in the UN 
in spite of insistent Soviet pressure. But Western opposition to it was 
nonetheless sharply eroded. France, at least, took up a new line dis¬ 
tinctly opposed, if not hostile to Israel. A one-sided embargo against 
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delivery of planes ordered and paid for by Israel was continued. France 
pressed particularly for a great power settlement imposed by agree¬ 
ment between the United States, Russia, Britain, and France instead 
of an agreement negotiated by the recent combatants. The French 
concern was primarily, and quite blatantly, for the access of grandeur 
it would enjoy as a result of playing such a role. The British followed 
rather reservedly in the wake of the United States. America alone, of 
the great powers, plainly stated that Israel was entitled to an agree¬ 
ment on recognized and secure frontiers and could not be expected 
simply to retreat to the status quo ante June 5, 1967, before this object 
was achieved or even negotiated about. But no Israeli, remembering 
the record of American inconstancy in supporting Israel, could have 
great confidence that there would not be another turn of policy away 
from Israel's position and toward the Arab line. 31 

The only secure reliance of Israel, apart from the sympathy of 
Jews abroad, was in the determination of its own citizens to resist 
all pressures. This, however, was a force that foreign powers had 
learned to rate at a high value. Some, to whose interests Israel's ex¬ 
istence and fitness seemed adverse, would have to consider very care¬ 
fully the cost of eliminating this hindrance. Some, inconvenienced 
in certain aspects, were significantly compensated in other ways by 
Israel's ability and resolve to hold its own ground. The pressures they 
might use against Israel in order to reestablish their credentials as 
governments well disposed toward Arabs were often quite ambiguous. 
They sometimes seemed to rely on Israel’s determination to defend 
its vital interests even against its friends, when the interest of such 
friends caused them to disregard dangers to the Jewish state. 

The character of the Jewish state and the way in which it conceives 
its own sovereignty today must be understood in the light of the 
position taken by Israel in these crises. The idea of a Jewish state, as we 
have seen, was susceptible of all kinds of restrictions, modifications, 
or deferments of sovereignty so long as the central purpose and myth 
image of auto-Emancipation was served, or at least not blocked by 
them. But to seek to impose such restrictions as would deny this 
central purpose provoked a resistance, and an insistence on the pre¬ 
rogatives of sovereignty, which was as fierce as it was determined. 

In the exercise of its sovereignty in the face of such challenges, 
Israel was prepared to risk all extremities and to stake its very existence 
on an all-or-nothing choice. Israel, moreover, was quite self-conscious 
about its own willingness to resist to the uttermost extreme. It con¬ 
sidered this not merely a last resort to which it might be driven, but 
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an effective weapon which might be used by policy. Such an attitude 
is not unexampled, of course, for countries like Japan or Russia have 
also considered it a calculable strategic or tactical advantage that 
the kind of morale, or the kind of objective circumstances, were to be 
found on their side which would make their people risk more or 
endure more than would the enemy. The Israeli version of this 
doctrine — almost a military principle — is the maxim Ein breira: 
“We have no choice.” Israel is conceived as the last stand of the 
Jewish people, for the Hitler era had shown they had no safety they 
could rely on elsewhere. The Hitler era had also taught the Jews 
the lesson that survival can be bought in some situations only by 
seemingly suicidal resistance. And while the Jewish state arose out 
of rebellion against the Jewish situation in the Diaspora, the prospect 
of having to resist, even in Israel, an entire world made the Israelis 
see the continuity of their own situation and their own tactics with 
those of the Exile. In a formula used repeatedly at the time of the 
Sinai campaign, Mrs. Meir, Israel's Foreign Secretary, said that the 
Jews had survived in the Exile by asserting their right to survive even 
when it was denied by all others; and, if necessary, they would survive 
as a sovereign state in Israel by asserting their sovereign freedom 
even when it was denied by all others. 32 

To live by such desperate expedients is, of course, not a positive 
ideal possible for any people. For a small and relatively weak nation 
like Israel, it is a reliable tactical model only on condition that it is 
not opposed by a great power capable of acting with utter ruthless¬ 
ness. The suicidal determination of Israel could serve them against 
the Arabs only because, given Arab weakness, it made them the 
stronger party. It could not serve them in the same way against Russia, 
as they are fully aware. Only the risk of involvement in a third World 
War which Israel could create for the Soviets by its resistance was a 
safety factor that the Israelis could count on during the Sinai cam¬ 
paign. In spite of threats of obliteration, Israel did not feel that atomic 
bombs would drop on Tel Aviv to enforce Russian demands: for this 
evoked the dread possibility of global atomic war. Nor could Israel's 
determination to resist pressure help the Israelis to stave off starva¬ 
tion or economic collapse, if UN sanctions were rigidly enforced 
against them. Only the belief that Western public opinion would not 
tolerate measures that clearly threatened the very survival of Israel 
could have given Israel the confidence that they could challenge such 
a test with a margin of safety. 

The war of June 1967 left Israel confronting even greater risks, 
and even more firm in its resolution. There could no longer be full 
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confidence that Russia would not directly intervene, and Israelis had 
to contemplate becoming the objects of a Soviet “Vietnamese” adven¬ 
ture. Nor could anyone in 1968 rely on long-continued Western for¬ 
bearance from pressing Israel, let alone expect reliable support. But 
the new strategic position and, above all, the demonstrated strength 
of Israel, anchored in the total commitment and disciplined ingenuity 
of its people, made its exercise of sovereignty a more formidable 
weapon than ever before. 

No government weak in the exercise and defense of sovereignty 
would be permitted by the people of Israel to stand. But a government 
that had proved its firmness could also win the Israeli public for con¬ 
cessions to outer pressure which Israel's interests made essential and 
possible. For if Israel is ready to take an incredibly rigid and, it may 
seem, a suicidally risky stand in defense of its right to exist on terms 
it considers as right and just, it also has accepted recognition of its 
demands in the vaguest, most noncommittal and informal of terms. 
The “assumptions” on which Israel withdrew from Sinai in 1957 were, 
in fact, effective for a decade in securing its objective of peaceful 
conditions on the Egyptian frontier and free access to the Red Sea. 
Their legal quality, however, was of the most tenuous nature; and 
they collapsed as soon as Nasser actively challenged them. 

The creation of a stabler balance and of a legal relationship of 
peace would require recognizing the customary restrictions on sover¬ 
eignty which make possible the modicum of order that exists in normal 
relations between peoples. To accept this kind of restriction upon 
sovereignty — even in unusual degree — has always been compatible 
with the idea of the Jewish state. To accept a reciprocal relationship 
of the Jewish state and the Arab states respecting these limits on 
sovereignty would obviously be welcomed by Israel as a crowning 
recognition of its sovereign existence. 
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